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The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., on 
the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Vice President. 

The Ch~plain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D .. D., . offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father, God, as noontime .. marks 
the hurrying day and our w0rds are 
hushed to silence, we would ' bathe our 
hearts and minds in the glorious thought 
that amidst all life's changing &cenes we 
are with Thee. 

Purge us, we beseech Thee, of low de
sire. Lift us to high resolve. In this 
great hour of human destiny,' deepen in 
us the sense of surpassing opportunity 
and responsibility, yea, of a glorious mis
sion to do our full part in averting a 
g],obal catastrophe as our willful world is 
given one last chance to make this earth 
a decent habitation for all Thy children. 
May it be in Thy providence that our 
America, desiring nothing but peace for 
herself and for all the world, may come· 
to the Kingdom for such a time as this. 

In tbe Redeemer's name we ask it. 
Amen. -

(t 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. LoNG of Louisiana, 

and by unanimous consent, the Journal 
of the proceedings of Monday, August 15, 
1966, was approved. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that there 
be a 20-minute period for the transac
tion of routine morning business, and 
that all statements in it be llmlted to 
3 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is in ac
cordance with the previous unanimous
consent agreement. It is so ordered. · 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish 

to address these remarks to the acting 
majority leader. I have a 10-mlnute 
speech to deliver, and if no other Senator 
seeks recognition in the morning hour, 
this would be an advantageous time for 
me to make it. 

May I ask the acting majority leader 
whether this meets with his approval. 
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, if the Senator will withhold until 
Senators speak who have 3-minute state
ments to make, there will be no objection. 

.. 
GREAT EFFOR7' 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
an, outstanding example of peaceful co
operation between citizens of all nations 
is the ~nnual Pugwash Conference, 
named after the small town in Nova 
Scotia where these conferences were 
inaugurated _ 11 years ago, un<;ter the 
leadership of Cyrus Eaton of Cleveland 
who is a distinguished humanitarian, a 
great philanthropist, and a fine loyal 
American who has worked untiringly in 
the interests of world peace and for co
existence between the Soviet Union and 
the United states instead of pursuing a 
collision course leading toward coanni
hilation. 

Since that time scientists and scholars 
have met annually in Pugwash and else
where in the world for serious and schol
arly consideration of the many problems 
confronting mankind. It is the .most 
noted nonofficial meeting place for men 
and women of great intellect from na
tions the world over. 

Cyrus Eaton is also chairman of the 
board of the Chesapeake & Ohio Railroad 
Co., and one of our Nation's outstanding 
industrialists. It is in great part due to 
his efforts that the Pugwash Conferences 
have been a notable annual event in the 
intellectual world. He is to be com'"" 
mended on this important effort toward 
bringing about better understanding be
tween men and nations in the cause of 
world peace. 

Mr. President, on last August 8 there 
appeared in the Chronicle-Herald of 
Halifax, Canada, an excellent editorial 
on this subject entitled "Great Effort." 
I ask unanimous consent that it be print
ed in the RECORD at this point as part of 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the edito.rial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Halifax (Canada) Chronicle-Her

ald, Aug. 8, 1966] 
GREAT EFFoRT 

Duncan Wimpress, president of Monmouth 
College, Monmouth, nunois, and a partici
pant in the recent Pugwash Conference on 
Indian Civ111zation, has described the gather
ing as "the intellectual experience of a life
time." 

In one way or another, this is the sort of 
assessment which many have been moved to 
make since the inauguration of the Pugwash 
conferences 11 years ago. 

An expression of the vision of Cyrus Eaton, 
the conferences have made the name of the 
Nova Scotian town universally known. In-

deed, Pugwash has become synonymous with 
the serious and scholarly consideration of the 
problems confronting modern man. While 
proximity of the event makes evaluation dim
cult, it already seems apparent that Mr. 
Eaton's efforts in the cause of peace, and 
the Pugwash conferences are a part of that 
effort, will increasingly stand out as a signifi
cant' factor in our generation. 

Refusing to retire even when the days of 
his years had exceeded the prescribed three 
score and ten of the Psalmist, ignoring the 
constantly changing winds of public opin
ion and disdaining to be circumscribed by 
convention, the Nova Scotia-born industrial
ist maintained for years one of the few extra• 
diplomatic ties between the United States 
and Russia. 

Two years ago, The Washington Post ac
claimed him as a sort of unomcial ambassa
dor of peace. Meanwhile, in Pugwash and 
elsewhere in the world, too, the Pugwash 
conferences which Mr. Eaton had instituted 
c~~tinued to be held, a meeting place for 
great intellects from both sides of the· Iron 
Curtain. 

Mr. Eaton's persistence in pursuing the 
cause of peace ought to be an inspiration 
to all men everywhere. 

It seems probable that, on the contem
porary world scene, no living Nova. Scotian is 
better known than Cyrus Eaton. 

INTEREST RAT~ INCREASE 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, it is shock

ing to some to be brought face to· face 
with the sharpness of the increase in 
interest rates in recent months. As a 
matter of fact, a few specific examples 
have shocked me, and I have been fol
lowing this matter quite closely. 

Here is an . example furnished . by one 
of my constituents from his own unhappy 
experience. This constituent is an auto
mobile dealer, and he has been hard hit 
this year by the sharp increase in the 
interest cost he has undergone to carry 
his inventory. 

This dealer, during the first 7 months 
of this year, and during the first 7 
months of 1965, did about the same 
amount of business, with sales in each 
period amounting to a little over $1 mil
lion. But during this 1965 period his 
interest cost for carrying inventory 
amounted to $4,385.08, while this year it 
jumped to $7,822.52. 

Mr. President, I shall await the atten
tion of the Presiding Officer, because I 
think he might be the· one who could 
take the message to the right place. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Presid
ing Officer is listening. 

Mr. GORE. Then I shall repeat the 
point I just said. 

An automobile dealer in my State, who 
has written me, gives this example: In. 
7 months in 1965, he carried about the 
same inventory as in 7 months of 1966. 
His .cost of doing business, or rather of 
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paying interest on inventory, in that 
period of 1965, was $4,385.08, while for a 
similar period in 1966, the interest cost 
of doing business, of carrying his inven
tory-a small automobile dealer-was 
$7,822.52. 

Mr. President, what is this dealer to 
do when his interest cost almost doubles? 
He did not have a big profit as General 
Motors did. He had a profit margin of 
about 1 percent of sales, or something 
over $10,000 for this 7-month period. 

So on this one cost item, interest for 
carrying his inventory, he has lost about 
one-third of his profit. He has obtained 
no benefit, and neither have his cus
tomers. Both he and his customers, 
working people who have purchased 
automobiles on time, have been hurt. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Three min
utes have expired. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes. · 
. The V'ICE PRESIDENT. Is the~e 

objection? 
Mr. GORE. I am so pleased and com

plimented with the attention of the 
distinguished Presiding Officer. 

Did the Chair hear objection? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 

heard ~one. The . qhair welcomes the 
5· minutes. 

Mr. GORE. Who benefits from this? 
Not the American people; not the small 
'businessman, whose profits are · being 
squeezed and who has to increase his 
prices; not the consumer, who buys an 
automobile and has ,to pay more because 
the dealer has to pay more interest cost, 
and whose ·monthly payments are in
creased because of higher interest rates. 
Who benefits? Not the Democratic 
Party, I assure you. 
W~o benefits? The relatively few who 

have inherited or have otherwise ac-· 
quired accumulated wealth, and who are 
enjoying, under this policy, a privilege 
almost tantamount to the privilege of 
levYing taxes upon the American people 
and pocketing it. 

Of course, when his customers make 
their purchases, as I have said, they must 
face the increased burden, and another 
large slice of purchasing power is eaten 
away and moves into the pockets of those 
who have lendable funds. 

Getting back to home loans, which I 
have discussed on previous occasions, I 
note that according to the Wall Street 
Journal, the average interest rate for 
conventional loans on existing homes in 
June was 6.18 percent. 

According to an article in the Chris
tian Science Monitor for July 30, 1966: 

Average rates in most large city areas are 
running around 6V2 percent. 

Los Angeles: "Typical" mortgage loans 
are negotiated at 7 Ys percent. 

Some instances of mortgages being ne
gotiated at 7% percent were cited. And 
these are not second mortgages on run
down, risky properties. These are first 
mortgages on good houses, with substan
tial downpayments and purchasers with 
good credit. 

Such rates as these are usurious, and 
would be so defined under the laws of 
many States. Most States have usury 
laws, but 'rays have been found around 
many of them, and I suppo·se a way will 

be found to skirt them with respect to 
home mortgages. 

My own State of Tennessee has a usury 
statute, and it is already being alleged 
that funds are fleeing the State because 
of this fairly tight statute. Some agita
tion is already underway to loosen up the 
State law. This is hardly the way to 
fight this problem. Interest rates must 
be brought down, not pushed up. 

Mr. President, not only are high in
terest rates harmful, but the tight money 
situation. which exists at the behest of 
the Federal Reserve System also encour
ages all kinds of racketeering in connec
tion with loans. 

Durihg th~ tight money days of the Ei
senhower administration, the practice of 
automatically loading on term life insur
ance became widespread. This sort of 
thing, once est.ablished, is hard to get rid 
of, and persists even when money loosens 
up a bit. Today, the borrower has no 
opportunity to escape a charge for over
priced term life ·insurance; If he ob
jects, the loan is simply not maae. Even 
respectable banks today load on term life 
insurance as a matter of course. 

A few years ago, discounting of FHA. 
and VA mortgages began to be practiced: 
Repeated increases in allowable interest 
rates-did not satisfy lenders. They took 
the increased rates and. still added on 
"points." Once this sort of thing gets 
started, it is difficult to stop it. And it 
spreads. Often, even the real estate 
broker, in addition to ·getting his 5-per
cent fee for negotiating a sale, will tell 
the money lender to add on a point or two 
for him as an extra loan-finder's fee. 

Mr. President, we must break this 
chain. We must reduce the share of na-• 
tionalincome going to the dead hand of 
the money lenders. 

Franklin Roosevelt would turn over in 
his grave if he could hear this speech. 
Franklin Roosevelt ran the money 
changers out of the temple and financed 
a war at reasonable interest rates. 
Harry Truman did the same thing. Now 
the money changers are back in the 
temple, and we have the highest interest 
rates since the administration of War
ren G. Harding, 45 years ago. Johnson 
interest rates are higher than Hoover 
rates. 

I hope the Vice President will take this 
message to the right place. I hope action 
will be taken, because unless action is 
taken now, the American people wm have 
no choice but to take action themselves. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the se·nator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. May I sug

gest to the Senator that he ought to 
chastise someone other than the Vice 
President. 

Mr. GORE. I am not chastising the 
Vice President. I am trying to enlist him 
as a messenger. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. May I sug
gest that the press of this Nation treats 
this matter as though it is a greater na
tional secret than the atom bomb . . The 
press will not print a word about it. I 
would be willing to wager that .the Sena
tor's address will not even be reported 
in the press. · ~ 

If a newspaperman dares write some
thing about high interest rates, it is 

spiked by the newspaper publisher. If 
the editor dares let it go through he 
loses his job. ' 

Is the Senator aware of the treatment 
he has been receiving from the press with 
respect to the fight he is making for the 
people in this high-interest-rate matter? 

Mr. GORE. Now and then, by search
ing diligently, I find a few paragraphs 
about it here and there. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have had 
newspaper reporters tell me that this 
issue is more on the tongues of people 
than the Vietnamese war. But one can
not read about it in the press. I cannot 
find a word in the newspapers about the 
views of the Senator on the high in
terest rates. I have searched in vain 
thinking that this was real news. Her~ 
was a Senator getting up and saying that 
his own administration should straighten 
up and :fly right on high interest rates. 
I regret to say it, but although everyone, 
in my judgment, thinks that that is big 
news, one cannot find a word about it in 
the newspa.pers. But by word of mouth 
people are talking about it every time 
that they meet on the streets. 

Mr. GORE. I appreciate the obser
vations of the distinguished acting ma
jority leader, the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LONG]. 

I wonder how it would be possible to 
obtain more attention to this problem 
that is growing worse. ! 'have wondered 
if it would help if I reached back into 
the past and got some ·speeches that 
then-Senator HUMPHREY, and then-Sen
ator Johnson made on the subject. 
Then, perhaps I could create a mystery 
as to how the Johnson-Humphrey ad
ministration could be so different from 
the 'speeches of Senators Johnson and 
HUMPHREY. Does the Senator think that 
this would help? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No. My 
guess is that that would not be news. 
That would be Qld hat. 

Mr. GORE. I had even thought that 
I mlght send to the library and get An
drew Mellon's book and read from the 
book the blueprint of the current poli
cies. Does the Senator think that that 
would help? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No. I think 
that perh~ps the only way to get public
ity in regard to this matter would be 
to get a parachute and jump off the 
Washington Monument and carry a sign 
on the w~y down. That might get at
t.ention. 

Mr. GORE. Coming down would be 
out of style, if one wished to keep in 
s~yle with interest rates. Again this 
morning I notice that the rates are going 
up. I do not want them to get higher 
than the Washington Monument. 

I appreciate the comments of my 
friend, the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LONG]. 

Some instances of mortgages being 
negotiated at 7% percent were recited. 
These are not second mortgages on old 
and rundown risky properties. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
regrets to inform the Senator that his 
5 minutes have expired. 
· Mr. GORE .. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I may proCeed for 1 
additional minute. 

' 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob

jection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. GORE. These are first mortgages 

on good houses with substantial down
payments, and purchasers with good 
credit. 

But what about a $10,000 home? I 
have just walked over to the floor of the 
Senate with a newly married couple. 
We discussed interest rates and buying 
a home. 

One of the great advances made in the 
last quarter of a century has been pro
grams to make it possible for young peo
ple to buy decent homes in which to rear 
their children. In previous generations 
young couples faced the prospect of liv
ing in inadequate homes and finally be
ing able to buy a home after their chil
dren had left school and gone. This has 
been a great advance in the American 
standard of living. However, this ad
vance is going in reverse now. Balloon 
rates of interest in a Democratic admin
istration. Let us do something about it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. While the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] was 
discussing the subject, I thought he 
would like to recognize that this is a 

· great day in the history of this country. 
We are having reported to this country 
the greatest monopolistic, giveaway pro
gram in the history of America, the Mc
Clellan patent rights bill, which gives 
away patents on atomic energy, TVA, 
and $15 billion of Government research. 

As I understand the bill, it proposes 
that we give away, and we know what we 
are giving, monopoly rights on 85 per
cent of the $15 billion we spent in re
search. Then, we reserve the right to 
give away the rest. I believe that this 
will be the greatest monopoly bill in the 
history of America. The Senator picked 
a fine day to talk about high interest 
rates. This would amount to $26 billion 
a year in giveaways, the way that it 
stands now. Under the bill being re
ported today we are going to give away 
$15 billion a year in patent rights. I 
hope that the Senate will defeat it. It 
will be reported today. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I will be here and I will 

listen when the bill is brought to the 
floor. I would like to be able immediate
ly to throw it out. 

The Senator will recall that I have 
the dubious honor of having organized 
and partly led the longest continuous 
filibuster in the history of the Senate on 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. This 
filibuster was both constructive and suc
cessful. During the fight we won this 
battle with respect to atomic energy re
search and development patent rights. 
This was one victory that we won in that 
fight. 

Is the Senator telling me that the pro
posed McClellan bill would repeal that? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Of course, it 
would. The Senator will have to win 
his spurs over again if he hopes to main
tain his position. That was one of the 
great fights that the Senator made in 
the history of the Senate. That fill· 
buster gave responsibility to unlimited 
debate. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
GoRE] and a number of other Senators, 
saved atomic energy secrets from being 
given away to a few private corporations. 
Now, I understand that there will be re
ported today the McClellan bill. 

Mr. GORE. What is the genesis of the 
bill? This is not an administration re
quest, is it? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I fear that if 
it should be passed the President might 
sign it. I might say to the Senator that 
all administration witnesses testified to 
this. 

Mr. GORE. I shall join the Senator 
in seeing that it does not pass. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I shall help 
the Senator. · 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have 
listened to the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE] expressing his deep feelings 
about higher interest rates. I could not 
agree with him more, and I believe that 
we are in for some rather profound 
remedies. 

It is my purpose, in the time that I 
have, to lay before the Senate and the 

. country the possibility of doing some
thing about this situation, which I think 
is finally getting attention. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Pr·esident, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JA VITS. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I shall welcome the ef
forts of the Senator in this regard. I 
take great encouragement from the posi
tion he has just taken and I shall listen 
with interest. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, with the 
cooperation of the Chair, the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] will be 
recognized. Then, he will yield to me 
for a few minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
YouNG of Ohio in the chair). The Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] is 
recognized. 
Mr~ HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield 

10 minutes to the Senator from New 
York [Mr. JAVITS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized. 

PRESIDENT, CONGRESS MUST ACT 
· TO HALT INFLATION 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, what
ever the rationalizations of the Presi
dent's economic advisers, the country is 
in the midst of serious iriflation. Cur
rent indexes show the seriousness of the 
situation and reliable analysts point to a 
worsening economic situation unless cor
rective action is taken and soon. 

And yet, the administration's policy 
has been one of drift. . I believe that 
the American people have a ·right to 
know now what it will take to pay for 
the Vietnam struggle and to continue a 
high level of noninflationary domestic 
growth. If the administration is indeed 
approaching the economic situation with 
one eye on the November elections, it 
should realize that there can be no long
range political gain if the voters are led 
to believe before the elections that the 
economy will right itself without drastic 
fiscal a:ction and then find themselves 
faced with a stiff tax increase after the 

elections. This would be the height of 
political irresponsibility. 

Even the President cannot perform 
miracles. The choi·ces before him are 
limited: he can cut nondefense expendi
tures in the Federal budget; raise taxes; 
tighten money even more; impose credit 
controls; seek authority for price and 
wage controls or use a combination of 
these measures. But he must act or face 
a rapidly deteriorating economic situa
tion. 

After almost 4 years of steady expan
sion without a serious increase in prices, 
prices began to rise sharply in early 
1965. Wholesale prices have risen 3.4 
percent over the past year, including an 
increase of 0.7 percent in July alone. 
Over the past year consumer prices have 
increased by 2.5 percent. Unemployment 
remains, considering the last decade, at 
the relatively low level of 3.9 percent and 
every sign indicates the U.S. plant is 
reaching capacity utilization, with many 
industries now operating over their pre
ferred rate. There is no evidence that 
future months will bring a lessening of 
inflationary pressures, with Vietnam ex
penditures likely to expand substantially 
over the near term and important wage 
contract negotiations coming up in the 
next 12 months in key economic sectors. 

In view of this situation, the Presi
dent's reluctance to act is difficult to un
derstand outside the political context. 
Just yesterday, the proposed agreement 
to settle the airlines strike gave fresh 
evidence of the Machinists Union's un
willingness to settle for a contract with
in the "guidelines;" the steel companies 
are now telling us that if it is OK for the 
airline mechanics to violate the "guide
lines" why is it not OK for the steel com
panies; bread and milk prices are also 
rising sharply. 

The President should not hesitate to 
deal realistically with infiat~on any more 
than he would hesitate to follow what. 
he considers realistic policies in Vietnam. 
There is no alternative to responsible 
leadership. In terms of its consequences. 
to the American people and the world 
economy, it would be no less a tragedy to 
lose the war on inflation at home than to 
lose the war in Vietnam. 

My own recommendations are as fol
lows: 

Fii·st, we should not cut such vital non
defense expenditures as aid to education 
but we should postpone or stretch out 
such postponable Federal expenditures 
as some Government construction or 
space exploration projects. 

Second, the President should ask the 
Congress to enact a special temporary 
tax-across the board-to finance rising 
Vietnam costs and to further dampen 
civilian demand and to lessen the Gov
ernment's excessive and harmful reliance· 
on monetary policy-tight credit and 
high interest rates. 

Estimates in top economic circles of 
Government, as reported in the press and 
various outlook reports, indicate that 
total defense spending will continue to 
rise by about $2 billion every 3 months 
until mid-1967 at least. This, the experts 
say, would mean a defense spending pat
tern about $5 billion higher in the cur
rent fiscal year than the estimate last 
January. 
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Congress should enact a temporary 
special Vietnam tax across the board
yielding between $5.5 and · $7 billion a 
year-before we adjourn this year, and 
the sooner the better. This could take 
'the form of a 5-percent temporary sur
charge or a combination of a 1%- to 2-
percentage-point increase in indivdual 
income tax rates and a 2¥2- to 3-percent
age increase in corporate tax rates. 

Finally, I propose that there be in
stituted a voluntary credit restraint pro
gram modeled after the Korean war 
program from March 1951 through May 
19·52 which met with considerable suc
cess. This should be instituted immedi
ately. The purpose of the program would 
be to encourage lending institutions to 
extend credit in such a way as to help 
maintain and increase the strength of 
the domestic economy through the re
straint of inflationary tendencies and at 
the same time to help finance the re
quirements of the war in Vietnam and 
essential domestic needs. 

Mr. President, to make such a program 
possible, I introduce, out of order, a bill, 
and ask that it be received and appro
priately referred, to amend section 708 
(b) of the Defense Production Act of 
1950, as amended, to exempt from the 
antitrust laws lending institutions
commercial banks, mutual savings banks, 
savings and loan associations, invest
ment banks and life insurance com
panies-entering into a national volun
tary credit restraint program, if such a 
program first meets the approval of the 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately 
referred. . 

The bill (8. 3726) to amend section 
708 of the Defense Production Act of 
1950 to extend the coverage of that sec
tion to voluntary agreements or pro
grams for the control of credits, intro
duced by Mr. JAVITS, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if Con
gress passed such a measure, the Presi
dent could delegate his authority to the 
Federal Reserve Board, which, in close 
consultation with leaders from the pri
vate lending field, could formulate a pro
gram of voluntary credit restraint and 
establish criteria for distinguishing be
tween credit for essential and nonessen
tial production and distribution. The 
Board would then appoint a National 
Voluntary Credit Restraint Committee 
to implement it. Members of this Com
mittee would consist of representatives 
of the lending groups participating in 
the program, with a member of the 
Federal Reserve Board serving as chair
man. Its principal function would be to 
.set the general direction of the program, 
to appoint regional subcommittees and 
to interpret the principles of the pro
gram and their application to particular 
.areas. 

The setting of loan priorities today is 
left in the hands of individual banks. 
Many of the banks are pursuing policies 
much in the public interest, but there is 
no definition of that interest even among 
themselves. Banks can and sometimes 
do establish priorities on a substantially 

different basis from what would be es
tablished by a nationwide voluntary 
credit restraint program; the main pur
pose of which would be the mainte
nance of growth of the economy in a 
noninflationary manner while meeting 
the requirements of the war in Vietnam
exactly the kind of program we have had 
before when we had a roughly similar 
situation, certainly as to the fis·oal and 
monetary side-to wit, in the Korean 
war. 

As the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
GoRE] has said, interest rates have risen 
to their highest levels. They are abso
lutely unacceptable to the American 
people. 

We are operating in an atmosphere of 
a major war with the Federal Govern
ment relying almost solely on monetary 
policy to contain inflation. 

The burden cast upon monetary policy 
by fiscal inaction and such a large reli
ance on the weak "guideline" reed of 
wage-price restraint has brought dis
tortions in the direction of investment. 

·It has resulted in interest rate wars 
among the savings and lending institu
tions. It has affected borrowers un
evenly. It has triggered a nervousness 
among the Goverrun,ent regulatory agen
cies charged with credit management, 
whi-ch has been evidenced by rate-ceiling 
actions, threats of actions, and a spate of 
semiofficial pronouncements addin3 to 
uncertainty. 

Interest rates the;mselves have risen to 
the highest levels in a generation. The 
particularly sensitive rate on so-called 
"Federal . funds" exchanged between 
member banks to adjust their reserve 
positions· have recently traded at 5% per
cent compared to 4 percent last Septem
ber. The high cost of money for housing 
is shown by the rate on new FHA insured 
conventional mortgages which was 6.32 
percent in June 1966, up from 5.45 per
cent as late as las,t fall. Other rates on 
Government securities, installment cred
it, and prime business loans have risen 
proportionately. 

The inefficacy, or, one should say the 
unbalancing efficacy, of monetary meas
ures is further attested by the lag in resi
dential c·onstruotion and the production 
of consumer items while business invest
ment and, of course, Government defense 
spending have surged ahead. New resi
dential investment has declined from 
31.3 percent of total investment in 1964 
to 26.4 percent in the second quarter of 
1966. Nonresidential fixed investment 
now takes about 10.7 percent of gross 
national product, or about the · same or 
slightly greater than during the capital 
goods boom of the midfifties, which was 
incidentally a precursor to the recession 
of 1957-58. It might be expected, more
over, that the previously cited defense 
buildup from an annual rate of $49 bil
lion in the second quarter of 1965 to $57 
billion in the same quarter of 1966, and 
an expected $65 billion by the second 
quarter of 1967, will tend to have a con
centrated impact in some of the same 
industries--for example, machinery and 
aircraft products-that are also the ma
jor producers of business investment 
goods. 

The administration has taken certain 
fiscal actions this year-much of this of 

a temporary character-which have had 
a certain restrictive or dampening effect 
on the economy. These included the Tax 
Adjustment Act of 1966---which restored 
certain excise taxes, speeded up corpo
rate taxpayments and instituted grad
uated withholding of individual income 
taxes-and increased payments into 
Federal trust funds resulting from higher 
social security taxes and medicare. The 
overall economic impact of these meas
ures could be estimated roughly at 
around $7 billion, about half accounted 
for by the temporary effects of the speed
up of corporate taxes. That these fiscal 
actions have been inadequate to deal 
With inflation is evidenced by the drastic 
rise in consumer and wholesale prices. 

In periods such as the present, when 
private demand for goods and services 
plus Government demand for many of 
the same goods and services add up to a 
total greater than the capacity of the 
economy to produce, hard policy choices 
cannot be avoided. The administration 
has, nevertheless, tried to avoid these 
hard choices by resort to guideline ap
peals and by throwing the burden on the 
monetary authorities while adding, inci
dentally, to the burden in the monetary 
field by the sale of Government-owned 
mortgages in the open market. 

In view of the clearly unequal and un
balancing effects of tight money already 
painfully evident, few persons are likely 
to urge today that the Federal Reserve 
authorities be left to carry on the fight 
against inflation by forcing further 
tightness and increases in the whole 
spectrum of borrowing and interest rates. 

Friends a.nd advocates of monetary 
policy as a stabilization tool should be 
the first to disavow its greater use under 
present circumstances. The very inde
pendence of the Federal Reserve System 
would most certainly be . placed in jeop
ardy and longrun usefulness of alter
nate monetary restraint and ease as a 
control instrument permanently de
stroyed if the outcry against high inter
est rates is encouraged. 

As to the voluntary wage-price guide
line approach, its breakdown is all too 
clear. The airline wage negotiations and 
the steel price decision have further dis
credited the scheme if not administered 
a coup de grace. The Federal Govern
ment, the President, and the Council of 
Economic Advisers can hardly ta-ke pride 
in the hours when their leadership has 
meant ~·sitting in" as an involved third 
party at interest at major wage
bargaining tables or price-setting con
ferences. A policy based upon admon
ishing leaders of industry and labor to 
be "responsible" and "statesmanlike," 
even if successful, represents an und~r
mining and distrust of the economizing 
and resource allocating virtues of the 
market enterprise system basic to the 
free political system. 

The widely respected research depart
ment of the Federal Reserve Bank of St. 
Louis points out that the so-called high
employment budget designed to reflect 
the impact of the Government's opera
tions on the economy has, since mid-1965, 
been at its most stimulative level since 
1955. The high employment surplus, 
which tends to impose a fiscal drag on 
the private economy, has declined from a 
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$7.2 billion annual rate during the first 
half of 1965 to a $0.8 billion drag in the 
first half of 1966. On the basis of 
planned Government tax rates and ex
penditures for the last half of 1966, the 
full employment budget will in fact show 
a highly stimulative $4 billion deficit; 
that is, excess of Government payments 
over receipts, at a time when planned in
vestment already tends to exceed planned 
saving. 

Significantly, a statement released on 
August 8 by the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York supports the conclusions of 
the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. 
Summarizing the business outlook sec
tion of its "Monthly Review," the bank 
reports that current evidence indicates 
that American economy will expand at 
an even faster rate in the second half 
of this year, placing greater strains on 
an already inflated economy; that the 
rising consumer price index will rise even 
higher in the next 6 months as a result of 
continued pressure of overall demand 
and cost-push factors. Higher Federal 
salaries, the beginning of medicare pay
ments, and capital spending by business 
and Government are cited by the bank as 
factors contributing to this situation. 

No responsible leader would wish to 
propose the imposition of further restric
tions on the American economy. But in
flation is here and the administration's 
actions to date have not prevented its 
steady increase. The choice before us is 
to permit in:fiation to eat away at the 
gains of millions of low-income and 
fixed-income families or to take respon
sible action. 

Further drift and delay can only result 
in the need for more drastic action: a 
resort to the wage and price controls 
practically no one desires; but we may 
even have to come to that. 

The enactment of requisite legislation 
would involve extended debate and 
rightly so. I, therefore, propose that the 
President ask Congress this session to 
grant him standby authority for wage 
and price controls modeled after title IV 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 
which gave the President authority to 
maintain wage and price stability 
through voluntary action and, if that 
failed, through mandatory wage and 
price controls in areas of his own choos
ing. They put teeth in the guidelines 
which they do not have now. 

I hope that such controls would never 
have to be imposed in the absence of a 
greater escalation of war spending than 
is now anticipated. I believe that the 
present infiation and the increased cost 
of the Vietnam war can still be met 
through voluntary credit restraint and 
an improved policy mix-a special Viet
nam tax combined with greater mone
tary ease. But should the spreading war 
psychology-as evidenced by the air
line machinists' strike, last week's steel 
price increase, higher milk and bread 
prices-get out of hand the President 
should have the means to deal with it. 
It is a responsibility Congress must share 
with the President by giving him the nec
essary emergency authority on a tem
porary basis. 

There are some who propose that as 
part of any new tax measures, the Con-

gress should suspend or repeal the in
vestment tax credit of 1962 on the ground 
that capital investment is now at rec
ord levels and that the tax credit only 
stimulates further capital investment at 
a time when the economy is already. ex
periencing a capital goods boom. 

I do not agree with this view. This 
device has never been visualized as one 
for short-term stimul·ation or stabiliza
tion of investment. It is a device to stim
Ulate modernization and expansion of 
industrial capacity over the long run to 
meet domestic growth needs and to main
tain the strong competitive position of 
the United States. It will be recalled 
that when this tax credit was originally 
proposed, business opposed it on the 
grounds that it would not be a perma
nent feature of our tax code and that it 
would be vulnerable to frequent changes. 
Only after repeated assurances by Sec
retary of the Treasury Dillon that this 
was viewed by the administration as a 
permanent measure, did the business 
community ch&.nge its views. 

No one in the Congress who advocates 
suspension of the credit has denied that 
the credit must still be allowed with re
spect to machinery and equipment al
ready on order. This would remove a 
large amount of current and future ex
penditures from the scope of suspension 
and thereby reduce its current economic 
and revenue effect. Furthermore, credit 
woUld also have to be allowed on equip
ment ordered during the suspension pe
riod, but scheduled to be installed after 
the suspension was to be lifted. This 
would also reduce the effectiveness of the 
suspension as a device to dampen capital 
investment. 

In my opinion, investment demand 
could be influenced more effectively and 
immediately by corporate tax changes 
and by variations in individual income 
tax rates. In other words, just as the 
current high level of demand is the main 
reason for the high level of capital in
vestment, the most effective way to 
dampen it would be to dampen overall 
demand through fiscal action. 

There already has been much damage 
done by the administration's failure to 
move effectively to bring inflation under 
control at its early stages-6 or 7 months 
ago. A moderate and temporary income 
tax increase then could have stopped 
this Inflation from gaining headway 
which could lead to a recession and 
serious unemployment. The longer the 
President delays action, the more drastic 
the solution will have to be. 

But inflation can still be brought un
der control with moderate measures. 
The costs of the Vietnam war have not 
yet reached the proportions of the Ko
rean conflict. But Vietnam costs are be
ing imposed on a booming economy and 
it is from this combination-not Viet
nam alone--that inflationary pressures 
arise. 

The inflationary situation could 
worsen and Congress should now provide 
the President with the necessary author
ity to act effectively, and in time. The 
rest is up to the President and the ad
ministration, and they will delay-to 
await the November elections or for 
whatever reason-at their perll. 

I hope very much that they do not do 
so. The warnings and notices are very 
clear. The effects are already being suf
fered. The remedies which I have sug
gested, and which are patterned cle'arly 
after the Korean war, are moderate and 
entirely within the compass and com- . 
petence of both the President and the 
Congress. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I ·am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I wish to congratulate 
the Senator on approaching a serious 
problem with constructive suggestions. 
In my view, they merit the most careful 
consideration. 

Since the Senator has called attention 
to the fact that earlier this year, in Jan
uary, he called for action to be taken, he 
encourages me to remind him and the 
Senate that earlier this year I proposed 
a suspension of investment credit at 
the very first opportunity. 

I would think that this would still be 
timely and very useful action, particu
larly since the current inflationary push 
is in pl•ant and equipment. 

Mr. JAVITS. I do not want to in
trude on the time of the Senator from 
Nebraska, but will the Senator from Ne
braska yield me 1 minute? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. JAVITS. On the investment tax 

credit point, I am very worried about 
that for this reason: In fairness, that 
credit could not be taken off immediately. 
It would have to be phased out, because 
many people or corporations undertake 
capital investment on the expectation of 
an investment tax oredit. So there 
would be lost the immediate tinpact of 
taking it off. What worries me is n6t 
that so much in itself as the fact that 
we would need meaSures of great im
mediacy. If they were not put into ef
fect; they would not bring about the ob
jectives that I have expressed as being 
desirable. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The . PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, morning business is 
concluded and the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is recognized. 

Mr. JAVITS. May I thank the Sen
ator from Nebraska for his unfailing 
courtesy. 

Mr. HRUSKA. It was a pleasure to 
have the Senator from New York speak 
so meaningfully on so important a sub
ject. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I extend that state
ment to the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE] also. 

FIREARMS LEGISLATION REQUIRES 
FAIRNESS, BALANCE, AND JUDG
MENT, RATHER THAN EMOTION 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, from 

time to time ·an event occurs which so 
stirs tht erpotions of the Nation that it 
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results in an unreasoning but nonethe
less understandable call for legislative 
action. 

This appears to be the case in the 
senseless and shocking tragedy in Austin, 
Tex., on August 1. Stunned by the sud
den and abhorrent nature of this bizarre 
event, there were urgent demands for 
prompt action on the pending firearms 
control bills now before the Congress. 

Some of these demands came from the 
highest pl,aces in our Government and 
called for legislative action to "help pre
vent the wrong persons from obtaining 
firearms." 

The Members of the Senate, no doubt, 
were as greatly shocked by the tragedy 
in Austin as anyone else and unquestion
ably there are among us those who would 
join in the call for prompt passage of 
pending firearms control legislation. 

But the Senate, Mr. President, has a 
duty which it has fulfilled in countless 
past emotion-filled crises-a duty to act 
with deliberation and care. The wisdom 
of this policy has been proved repeatedly 
throughout the history of this body. 

No one can contend that any of the 
pending bills would prevent the wrong 
person from obtaining firearms. No one 
that this Senator knows about contends 
that if the most extreme and compre
hensive of the pending bills on this sub
ject had been law at the time of the 
Austin tragedy, that such law would have 
had any effect, application, or impact 
under the circumstances which prevailed 
and immediately preceded on that la
mented occasion. 

But, it is said, leg;islation should be 
adopted so as to "help prevent the wrong 
persons from obtaining firearms," and to 
make firearms less readily available gen
erally. 

Both ,of these goals are commendable. 
It would be difficult, indeed, to quarrel 
with either of them as thus simply stated. 
But obviously not every measure which 
would operate or tend in their direction 
would be desirable or sound. 

When a specific measure is considered, 
searching questions assert themselves at 
once, such as these: 

How effective would such a measure be 
to achieve these two goals? 

Has a necessity been shown for em
bracing the particular firearms affected 
by the bill? 

What harmful interference will be im
posed on "right" people, who put firearms 
to legal, proper, beneficial, and neces
sary uses? 

Will such interference be totally out 
of proportion to the benefits claimed for 
such a measure in preventing "wrong" 
people from getting firearms, and to 
make such weapons less readily avail
able? 

Crimes committed with firearms are 
serious. They are a threat to society. 
No reasonable person can rtghtly dis
agree with the objective that firearms
or any other potential tool of the crim
inal-be kept away from criminal hands, 
insofar as is practicable and workable to 
do so. 

But . the basic question still remains as 
to how such objective can be reached or 
even approached without in:fiicting un
due and harmful limitations on those 

who have rights and necessities to pur- firearms. They also dramatically show 
chase, possess, and use firearms legally, the vast preponderance of lawful, legiti
legitimately, and beneficially. mate use over unlawful use of the fire-
BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT FOR CONSIDERATION 

OF FIREARMS LEGISLATION 

Mr. President, there is far more to the 
efforts to legislate in this field than the 
declared objectives of the various pend
ing bills indicate. 

Each of these measures directs its im
pact to an area of American history, ac
tivity, and human conduct which is as 
far flung in our Republic as are the 50 
States themselves. The factors involved 
are deep rooted. 

They embrace customs and practices 
which were born of necessity in the be
ginnings of our country. They still exist 
in that context today, though some of 
the needs are different now than for
merly. 

But this can be said with confidence: 
taken 1n the entire context and on bal
ance, the place and role of privately 
owned and used firearms are still bene
ficial, necessary and wholesome 1n this 
modern day. They should be protected. 

This is true notwithtstanding unlaw
ful use of firearms when they get into 
the hands of the wrong persons--the 
lawless and the demented. Those in
stances, while deeply deplored and of 
grave concern, are relatively few. Ef
forts to deal with these few should be 
made to concentrate upon them, in or
der to be effective, and in order to pre- . 
vent and avoid a harmful interference 
and encroachment on the vast prepon
derance of lawful and beneficial uses and 
purposes of firearms. 

Mr. President, here are some of the 
many factors which present difflculties 
and obstacles to the development of fair, 
balanced, and effective legislative effort 
on this subject. 

The first factor is the very large num
ber of privately owned guns in the 
United States. While estimates run 
from 50 to 200 million, the estimate most 
often used is 100 million privately owned 
firearms within the United States. Of 
course, they are widely scattered 
throughout the 50 States. 

The most commonly used total for ac
tive users of guns for lawful, proper, and 
beneficial purposes is 20 million. 

Twenty million of our citizens are in
cluded in this category. In this :figure 
are included about 15 million holders of 
paid hunting licenses; additional hunt
ers legally enitled to hunt but without 
licenses such as landowners, persons over 
or under paid license age, veterans, and 
senior citizens. Members of organiza
tions for skeet, rock, target and com
petitive shooting; gun collectors, and 
organizations of that type are also in
cluded. Not included are the millions 
of homes where firearms have a proper 
place, for self-protection. 

With such a vast reservoir of avail
able firearms, and the millions of 
active users in lawful fashion, it is im
perative that a highly effective method 
of getting at the core of the problem 
must be devised. This necessity be
comes even more urgent when we con
sider the statistics on unlawful use of 
firearms. They show the relatively 
small number of offenses committed with 

arm. 
The 1965 Federal Bureau of Investi

gation Uniform Crime Reports show that 
the number of serious crimes reported in 
the United States for that year came to 
a total of approximately 2,800,000. 

In crimes of violence, statistics show
ing use of firearms in their commission 
are available in only three classes: will
ful killings, aggravated assaults, and 
robbery. The total of crimes of these 
3 classes in 1965 was 335,000. 

At that point it becomes very perti
nent to inquire how many of those 335,-
000 crimes of violence were committed 
with firearms. The answer for the un
initiated is rather spectacular~nly 
one in every four. Firearms were used 
in about 86,000 of this number. This 
means a 25-percent use of firearms in 
these crimes of violence. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table on relationship of fire
arms to other weapons used in the com
mission of certain crimes of violence be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD 
of Virginia in the chair). Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be prtnted in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Relationship of firearms to other weapons 

used in the commission of certain crimes 
of violence, 1965 

Break- Crimes 
down of in which Total 
various firearms crimes 

weapons were com-
used used mitted ... (percent) 

Homicide ______ ______ ___ ---- ------ ----- --- -- 9, 850 
Firearms __ ----------- 57 5, 634 ----------
Knives or cutting in

struments._ --------
Personal weapon . ~~ 

(hands, feet , etc.) __ _ 
Blunt objects __ ____ __ _ 
Miscellaneous (un-

23 - --- -- - - -- ---- - - - - --

10 --------- - ----------
6 

known)_______ ___ ___ 4 ---------- -------- --
Aggravated assault. ____ ---- ---- -- ---------- 206, 661 

Knives or cutting in-
struments __ ------- - 36 -- --- -- --- ----------Firearms _________ ___ _ 17 35, 139 ----------Blunt objects ____ ____ _ 22 -- -- ----- - -------- - -

Personal weapon 
(hands, feet , etc.) __ _ 25 ______ ___ _ ----- -----

Miscellaneous . _------ ---------- ----- ----- --- --- --- -
Robbery_ -------- ---- -- ---------- ____ _____ _ 118,916 

Armed with firearms_ as 1 45,075 ----------
Armed with other ' weapons ___________ _ 
Strong arm (mug

gings) _ -------------

20 ~ ---- - - - - - - ----- ----

42 ---------- --------- -

Total ____ _____ ___ _ ---- --- --- 85, 848 1 335,427 
., ,_ 

1 Estimated by FBI. 
Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1965, pp. 6, 7, 

8, 10, 11, and supplemental letters from the Director of 
the FBI. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, from 
these figures it is clear that even com
plete abolition of firearms would still 
leave 75 percent or more of these types of 
crimes of violence. Undoubtedly it would 
be more than 75 percent because many 
of those who actually used firearms in 
their criminal acts would very likely have 
committed them with other types of 
weapons if no firearms had been avail
able. It goes without saying that it is 
utterly impossible to think of taking all 

· firearms from the American scene. 
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Everyone concedes this. No one has pro
posed it. 

But consider these figures in another 
perspective: Here are 86,000 unlawful 
usages of all firearms as against the law
ful, proper uses made by 20 million per
sons who use them actively, beneficially, 
and in many cases necessarily. 

What a disparity we behold. It cer
tainly dictates a stern necessity for the 
most discriminate use of statutory con
trols to avoid undue, unnecessary and un
productive interference and burdens on 
those vast numbers of law abiding citi
zens involved. 

This is so not only on account of the 
vast disparity in numbers, but also be
cause of the ineffectiveness of a bill like 
S. 1592 to make any progress against 
unlawful uses. There is no showing of 
persuasiveness that there is any probable 
relationship of meaningful degree be
tween S. 1592-type bills and a reduction 
of the 86,000 unlawful usages of firearms. 

It is imperative that action be taken
not on a broadside or in a blunderbuss 
fashion-but in a more selective and ef
fective way to reach an identifiable source 
of trouble. 

ANALYSIS OF WILLFUL KILLING STATISTICS 

Mr. President, we should constantly in
quire into the question of what impact 
any proposal for a law would have on 
unlawful use of firearms. Let us do this 
by analyzing the 9,850 willful killings re
ported for 1965 in a nation having a 
population of over 190 millions of per
sons. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed at this point in 
the RECORD a table which analyzes the 
breakdown of these willful killings to 
which I have just referred. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Killings within the familY----------
Outside family unit, usually the 

result of altercations among ac
quaintances, in romantic trian
gles, lovers' quarrels, or drinking 
situations __ -- ---------------------

(The 2 foregoing items, total
ing 79 percent, are often referred 
to as crimes of passion.) 

Felony murders_--------------------Other, not identifiable _____________ _ 

Percent Number 

31 

48 

16 
5 

3,053 

4, 728 

1,576 
493 

Total willful killings ___ ------- -------- 9, 850 
I '• 

Source: P. 6, FBI 1965 report. 

Mr·. HRUSKA. Briefly, Mr. President, 
that table shows that 31 percent of these 
willful killings were committed within a 
family. Such killings, in 1965, num
bered some 3,000. 

Outside of the family, but usually as 
the result of altercation among acquain
tances in romantic triangles, lovers' 
quarrels, or drinking situations, almost 
half of the killings occurred-48 percent, 
to be exact, or about 4,700 of them. 

These items shown in the. table, the 
killings within the family and those 
among close acquaintances and so on, 
together constitute 79 percent of the 
total. They are often referred to as 
"crimes of passion." I shall refer to 
them in a moment. 

CXII--1227-Part 15 

Of the 9,850 willful killings in America 
in 1965, felonious murder constituted 
only 16 percent, Mr. President, or less 
than 1,600 cases. Others, not identifi
able, amounted to 5 percent, or approxi
mately 500. 

Mr. President, this question is perti
nent: what impact would be made by a 
law prohibiting all mail order sales of all 
firearms in the light of these figures, as 
was proposed in S. 1592 when it was 
originally introduced? 

It is submitted that such a law would 
have little or no effect on the 79 percent, 
or 7,781 willful killings in items 1 and 2-
referred to as crimes of passion. The 
circumstances under which most of them 
are committed would indicate this . 
After all, most of them are usuaJly com
mitted in or near the home. With out
standing private ownerships at 100 mil
lion or more in America, the availability 
of weapons at the time and scene of the 
crime is formidable and it has already 
been achieved. So we c·an divorce that 
virtually completely from any commerce 
by mail order sales. 

But none of the pending bills applies 
to the firearms so available. 

The significant figure from the above 
table is the 16 percent of felony mur
ders--:-about 1,600 of them-which were 
committed with firearms. Even if the 
additional "Other-not identifiable" 5 
percent or 493 were added, the total 
would be about 2,000 felony murders 
where firearms are used. We can apply 
our own sense of judgment as to the im
pact of any of the proposed bills on this 
figure of 2,000. We can state for a cer
tainty that only a part thereof might . 
possibly be effected. We can say this be
cause of the vast reservoir of 100 mil
lion firearms owned in America plus the 
availability of additional guns through 
the many avenues not covered by any 
bill. 

Superimposed on this is the thought 
of 20 million active users of firearms in 
America who put them to lawful, proper, 
and beneficial purposes and uses. As re
grettable as the 2,000 cases-less those 
which would not be affected by the pro
posed law-may be-and no one is more 
concerned about that figure than I-it 
is difficult to equate such a statistic with 
20 million lawful users. Particularly 
when there is available a substitute 
measure which is designed to "zero in" 
on the core of the problem, instead of a 
broad, encompassing approach such as 
that which is contained in the S. 1592 
type bill. 

S. 1592 AS XNTRODUCED AND XTS PROPOSED 

REVISION 

As introduced, S. 1592-known as the 
administration bill, Mr. President, and 
introduced by the senior Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DoDD]-proposed to 
amend the Federal Firearms Act (52 
Stat. 1250), which was enacted into law 
in 1938. The principal thrusts of this 
bill as introduced are suggested in these 
points: 

First. Prohibit all interstate mail
order sales of handguns-pistols and re
volvers-and of long guns-rifles and 
shotguns of conventional length. 

I might say that the sawed-off shot
guns and sawed-off rifies are treated in 

another law, which is known as tlle Na
tional Firearms Act, and which was en
acted in 1934. 

Second. Place heavy limitation on all 
imported firearms and total embargoes 
in some cases; vesting in the Secretary 
of Treasury excessively broad discretion
ary powers in that regard. 

Third. Prohibit sales of handguns to 
nonresidents of the State in which such 
sale occurs. 

Fourth. Increase license fees to levels 
which in effect would be prohibitive in 
many cases, especially for dealers~ 

Fifth. A vesting in the Secretary of 
Treasury of excessive, discretionary pow
ers to grant, refuse, or revoke licenses for 
all manufacturers, importers, and deal
ers of firearms. 

Sixth. Placing on manufacturers, im
porters, and dealers in firearms undue, 
unnecessary, and burdensome require
ments, expense, and risks in doing busi
ness; accompanied by severe Federal 
felony penalties for violation. 

Seventh. Individuals are similarly and 
unnecessarily made subject to greater· 
expense, costs, inconvenience, and undue 
restrictions and limitations in buying 
and selling firearms. 

Recent discussion and general views 
held among some principal advocates of 
S. 1592 have led them to conclude that 
the original version did go too far, and 
that it should be revised. Changes have 
been proposed. They include: 

First. Mail-order sales p-rohibition 
would apply to handguns only. 

Second. Rifles and shotguns of con
ventional lengths could be bought by 
mail order, subject to presale notice con
trol procedure and a waiting period for 
delivery. 

Third. License fees for dealers would 
be sharply reduced from the original 
amount provided. 

Fourth. A "liberalization" of restric
tions on imports would be provided. I 
place the word "liberalization" in quota
tion marks because there is grave doubt 
in my mind that there is any substantial 
change in that regard. 

Fifth. Elimination of "ammunition" 
for handguns and long guns; plus some 
other changes and revisions. 

These suggested changes, however. 
have been referred to as "perfecting 
modifications" which "do not affect the 
basic purposes of the bill." This would 
seem to indicate that even those who 
propose them consider them to be of lit
tle meaning to change the impact of the 
originally introduced bill. 

WIDE AND VIGOROUS OPPOSITION TO S. 1592 

This bill from the time of its proposal 
has been the subject of concern and crit
icism by a large part of our citizenry. 
Since the beginning of our Republic, the 
United States has looked upon and re
garded the right to legitimate and law
ful ownership and use of firearms with 
great favor. In fact, it is a right which 
has been jealously guarded, and properly 
so. The millions of our people who use 
guns properly and beneficially are 
thoughtful and loyal to the well-being 
of their country. They are as concerned 
about crime and the unlawful use of 
firearms as anyone. In fact, they do 
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more in the cause of preventing unlaw
ful uses than a great many people who 
do a lot of talking on the subject but 
who do not get involved in concrete ac
tion. It is this Senator's belief that they 
will support any reasonable legislation 
which will effectively and workably make 
a meaningful contribution toward keep
ing firearms out of the hands of the 
wrong people. 

But they are entitled to assurance that 
any such measure will have relevance to 
that objective, without at the same time 
unduly. and unnecessarily impinging 
upon the lawful activities and freedoms 
of those who lawfully use guns. The 
millions of these lawful users will re
sent and resist being unjustifiably and 
unfairly equated with the relatively 
small percentage of those, the criminals 
and demented, who put firearms to un
lawful and criminal uses. 

S. 1592, whether as originally intro
duced or with the changes suggested, is 
unwise and unsound legislation. It is 
objectionable and harmful. 

It is needlessly broad in its scope and 
provisions. 

It seeks to proceed without due regard 
for the plain fact that millions of own
ers of tens of millions of firearms, in over
whelming proportion and except for a 
very small percentage or number of in
stances, use their guns in lawful, legiti
mate and highly beneficial fashion. 

The bill would have no appreciable 
effect in preventing the wrong persons 
from obtaining firearms; nor in reducing 
their ready availability to those who 
would seek to use them unlawfully. 

It would severely disrupt the very sub
stantial, desirable, legitimate commerce 
in firearms. 

It would inflict hardship, needless and 
unwarranted requirements, burdens, re
strictions, and additional expense upon 
the manufacture and sale of :firearms. 
The economy built around their sale and 
use would be adversely affected. The 
owners and buyers would also 'be un
necessarily burdened and inconven
ienced. Their costs to buy, own and use 
:firearms would be increased. 

In several respects, the bill goes beyond 
the Judiciary Committee jurisdiction, ex
pertise and competence; and notably 
when it ventures into the field of imports, 
in licensing, and amendments or supple
ments to the National Firearms Act. 
That act, known as the "machinegun" 
law, is the subject of a bill-8: .1591-
which has been referred to the Senate 
Finance Committee; and my recollection 
is that it has been there since a year ago 
March. It is properly there because it 
contains tax provisions, and amends pro
visions of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954, and for other reasons. 

S. 1592 would vest vast and arbitrary 
discretionary powers in the Secretary 
of Treasury to make regulations and 
prescribe policies, many of which are of 
such nature and scope as make of them 
legislative activity, rather than executive 
or administrative. To follow through in 
some of them in a meaningful way would 
require a large army of Federal enforce
ment personnel at very high cost. 

Mr. President, on March 15 of this year 
I addressed the Senate in extended com-

ment and analysis of the several pending 
bills concerning firearms. At that time, 
I stated several basic reasons fpr my 
opposition to S. 1592. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that pertinent excerpts therefrom 
be printed in the RECORD at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

First. The b111 includes rifles and shot
guns as well as handguns. But it is the 
concealable handgun which is the primary 
tool of the criminal wh.o uses a firearm in 
the commitment of a crime. If any legisla
tion whatsoever is enacted, it should be 
limited to the handgun. 

Second. The bill includes "destructive 
devices." These items should be treated 
separately in the National Firearms Act 
of 1934-as proposed in S. 1591. 

I do not believe there will be too much 
difference of opinion in the committee or 
in the Senate. It is a matter of technical 
approach to securing an amendment to an
other act and that is dealt with in S. 1591. 

Third. The b111 proposes a total ban on 
interstate mail-order sales to individuals. 
Apparently it would not apply to intrastate 
sales. If intrastate sales are allowed, the 
effect of the ban would only be to redirect 
mail-order sales through outlets in each 
State. Large mail-order retailers such as 
Sears and Montgomery Ward's would have 
little difficulty adjusting, but hundreds of 
small businesses would be put out of busi
ness. 

However, there may not be a meaning
ful distinction between "inter" and "in
tra" in this situation, depending on the way 
courts would interpret the bill. If there 
is a total ban on all mail-order sales, it 
would single out for elimination only one 
channel of the commerce iii firearms while 
leaving other channels intact. For example, 
one would still be able to buy over the 
counter or from an individual as in the 
classified ads of the Washington Post, or any 
other of the Nation's newspapers. Thus, 
many avenues of access woUld be available 
to the potential criminal who desires to ob
tain firearms. If any legislation whatsoever 
is enacted it should Impose reasonable con
trols on mail-order sales of handguns only, 
but should not eliminate the~ altogether. 

Fourth. A ban on imports is proposed, 
save for minor exceptions. Imports have 
been characterized as military surplus 
"Junk," flooding the market by the mill1ons. 

However, the actual import figures for 1963 
and 1964 are less than half those claimed 
by some advocates of S. 1592. Most impor
tant is the fact that imports are not evil 
per se because they _are foreign made or are 
cheap in some cases. A total ban on imports 
would be protectionist help to domestic 
manufacturers to elimipate major competi
tion. Domestic firearms, new and used, come 
in just as wide a variety of size, kind, and 
prices as do imports. It may be that junk 
or unsafe weapons should not get into the 
hands of the sporting public. But to reach 
this situation, consideration should be given 
to establishing qualitative standards for all 
firearms--imports as well as those of domes
tic manufacture. This, S. 1p92 fails to do. 

Fifth. License fees for manufacturers, 
importers and dealers would be drastically 
increased. Most noxious is the $100 fee for 
dealers. This would eliminate thousands of 
small dealers such as country stores, gas 
stations, and other places of small merchan
dizing, which carry small inventories of fire
arms and ammunition as a convenience for 
their customers; A modest increase might 
be all right, but not those originally pro
posed in s. 1592. 

Sixth. Licensing requirements would be 
severely tightened. The Secretary of the 

Treasury would be given broad discretion to 
issue or deny licenses for such things as the 
applicant is not "likely" to conduct his busi
ness in accordance with the act. Such un
limited discretion without standards or 
guidelines is objectionable. 

Seventh. The· bill is repugnant to the 
letter and intent of the second amendment 
to the Constitution. 

Eighth. Much is being done and more can 
be done to enforce existing law without 
resorting to the drastic and objectionable 
provisions contained in S. 1592. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Notwithstanding mod
ifications proposed by advocates of S. 
1592, the reasons stated last March by 
me and as just inserted in the RECORD 
are still largely applicable. 

SUMMARY 

Among the changes proposed in S. 1592 
is one providing that it may be cited as 
the "State Firearms Control Assistance 
Amendments of 1966." The emphasis 
would seem to be on "assistance" to the 
States in asserting and enforcing such 
control over firearms as they may wish 
to provide. 

But after taking unto itself the title 
as stated, the bill at once moves grandly 
into a virtual preemption of the entire 
field. It really seeks to take over. 

This approach is much too compre
hensive and encompassing for the need 
which can be demonstrated for national 
legislation in this field. Hence, it is of
fensive to the millions of legitimate gun 
owners who put firearms to proper and 
beneficial uses and purposes. 

A CONSTRUCTIVE ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVE 
MEASURE 

What is needed, instead, is a measure 
which would truly and effectively enable 
the States to control the handgun pur
suant to their respective laws. 

Reasons will be set out in detail later 
in my remarks to show clearly that the 
real offender in the unlawful and im
proper use of firearms is the handgun. 
That is to say, the revolver and pistol-a 
gun designed to be fired by the use of a 
single hand. 

Last March, in speaking in the Senate 
on this same subject, I declared my ap
proval of the approach provided in a bill 
introduced by the senior Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]. It is S. 1965, 
which applies only to handguns. But 
my approval of the bill was subject to 
several amendments which I felt would 
strengthen it. 

I believe that before it reaches its final 
form, there may be other amendments 
that will be offered for the purpose of 
giving it greater but more selective thrust 
than S. 1592 or the original bill that was 
introduced by the senior Senator from 
Iowa. The senior Senator from Iowa 
is cooperating in these efforts, and those 
of us who hold this point of view on the 
sUbject are grateful for his leadership 
in this particular. 

The position I expressed last March 1s 
still my position. In due time it is the 
intention of this Senator to propose such 
a measure for the consideration of the 
Judiciary Committee and of the Senate. 
Its principal provisions would include: 

First. No carrier in interstate or for
eign commerce may deliver any handgun 
to any person under 21 years of age. 
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Second. No manufacturer or dealer 

may ship any handgun in interstate or 
foreign commerce to any person, except 
a licensed manufacturer or dealer, unless 
that person submits to the shipper a 
sworn statement that the prospective 
recipient, first, is at least 21 years of age; 
and second, is not a person prohibited by 
Federal, State, or local law from receiving 
or possessing the firearm. 

In addition, the statement must con
tain the title, true name, and address of 
the principal law enforcement officer of 
the locality to which the handgun will 
be shipped. 

Third. Prior to shipment, the manu
facturer or dealer must forward the . 
sworn statement by registered or certified 
mail-return receipt requested-to the 
local law enforcement officer named in 
the statement containing a full descrip
tion-nat including serial number-of 
the firearms to be shipped, and must 
receive a return receipt evidencing de
livery of the letter, or evidence that such 
letter has been returned to the shipper 
because· of the refusal of the local law 
enforcement officer to accept it, all in ac
cordance wi·th Post Office Department 
regulati-ons. The dealer must wait for 7· 
days after receiving receipt or n-otice, be
fore making delivery of the gun. 

.Fourth. The same type of notice and 
waiting period will apply to over-the
counter sales by a licensed dealer when 
the buyer is a nonresident of the State 
in which the counter is located. 

Fifth. Appropriate criminal penalties 
would be provided for any person know
ingly making a false statement in con
nection with the submission of the affi
davit required f-or mail order purchase of 
the handgun. 

Sixth. No manufacturer or dealer may 
deliver any package containing a fire
arm to any carrier for transportation or 
shipment in commerce without prior 
written notice to the carrier. 

Seventh. It would be a violation of the 
act for a federally licensed dealer or 
manufacturer to ship a firearm to a pur
chaser in vi-olation of any State firearms 
control act. 

Eighth. It would be made unlawful 
for a person to transport or receiv.e in the 
State of his residence, a firearm pur
chased or otherwise obtained by him out
side the State of his residence, if it would 
be unlawful for him to purchase or pos
sess such firearm in the State or politi
cal subdivision where he resides. 

Ninth. A person must be at least 21 
years of age to obtain a Federal firearms 
license-that is, a dealer's license. 

Tenth. The present $1 dealer license 
fee would be increased to $25 for the first 
year and $10 for subsequent years. The 
larger initial fee would be applied to the 
cost of processing the initial application 
and neCessary investigation by the Treas
ury Department to whom the application 
for license is addressed. The fee for 
manufacturers and for pawnbrokers 
would be $50 per annum. 

Eleventh. Ammunition, ammunition 
components, and minor parts of the fire
arm-such as springs, barrels, sights and 
accessories--are removed from the ap
plication of the Federal Firearms Act. 

TRUE ASSISTANCE TO THE STATES 

Mr. President, such a measure would 
give · each State's law enforcement offi
cers positive and timely notice of a con
templated sale and delivery of handguns. 
They could then take such action as 
would be indicated. 

Thus the States would truly and effec
tively receive "assistance" in enforcing 
the State firearms control laws. 

In my judgment, such a bill would 
make a constructive and substantial con
tribution to the solution of what appears 
to be the significant problems in the fire
arms commerce in this country; namely, 
the purchase of handguns by mail or
der-or over the counter in the case of 
nonresidents-in circumvention or vio
lation of the State law which should pre
vail. 

Such a bill would operate effectively 
without harsh impact and without un
warranted restrictions and requirements 
which would be visited otherwise upon 
those persons who own and use firearms 
in a lawful manner. 

THE HANDGUN IS THE REAL OFFENDER 

By its very nature, the handgun is the 
most troublesome and difficult factor in 
unlawfully used firearms. Its size, 
weight, and compactness make it easy 
to carry, to conceal, to store, to trans
port, or dispose of. All these features 
and others make it a very effective 
weapon in commission of crimes and vio
lence. It is difficult to observe, control, 
and to police. 

Its status as the most formidable and 
most frequently used tool of the criminal 
is well recognized and established by 
first, the existence in many States of 
laws controlling the handgun; and sec
ond, by statistics on its unlawful and 
criminal use in crimes of violence. 

STATE CONTROLS OF HANDGUNS 

These controls are of two classes-the 
positive and the negative. 

As to the States with positive gun 
controls: 

Twenty-three States require a license 
to sell at retail. 

Twenty-nine States require a license 
to carry a handgun on or about the 
person. 

Eight States require a permit or its 
equivalent to purchase a handgun. 

Ten States prescribe a waiting period 
between purchase and delivery of a 
handgun. 

Eighteen States require a license to 
carry a handgun in a vehicle. 

As to States with negative controls: 
Twenty-one States prohibit the carry

ing of a handgun concealed on the 
person. 

Four States require registration of 
handguns. . 

Twenty-two States prohibit carrying a 
loaded handgun-and in some instances 
other firearms--in a vehicle. 

In addition, many municipalities have 
ordinances of various kinds on this 
subject. 

Of course, here we get into the matter 
of assisting the States. The States are 
the best judges of those conditions that 
they wish to impose on people within 
their borders in connection with the use 
of handguns. 

STATISTICS ON FIREARMS USED IN CRIMES 

There is a second reason why we can 
readily perceive the handgun as the 
offender, and that is by a review of the 
statistics on firearms used in crimes. 

The 1965 FBI uniform crime reports 
at page 6, state that 57 percent of the 
willful killings during that year were 
committed with firearms. This means 
a total of 5,634 willful killings with fire
arms out of a total of 9,850. 

In a letter dated July 27, 1966, ad
dressed to this Senator, Director J. Edgar 
Hoover of the FBI wrote: 

Based on the submission of police reports 
under the uniform crime reporting program, 
70 percent of the murder by gun in this 
country is committed with a handgun, 20 
percent by the use of a shotgun and 10 per
cent with a rifle or other firearm. This will 
supplement the data available to you in 
uniform crime reports-1965. 

In table form, this would appear as 
follows: 
1965 willful killtngs reported as com-

mitted with firearms ______________ 5, 634 

Of the above number: 
Handguns were used in 70 percent of the cases _____________________ 3,944 
Shotguns were used in 20 percent of the cases _____________________ 1, 127 
Rifles were used in 10 percent of 

the cases ----------------------- 563 
The table would indicate that of the 

total number of these murders reported 
as committed with firearms, handguns 
were used in 70 percent of the cases. 

As to aggravated assaults, approxi
mately 17 percent of the total were com
mitted with firearms, according to page 
8 of the reports. Mr. Hoover has advised. 
however: 

There is no available breakdown of the 
type of firearm used in these attacks. 

But the mere fact that the percentage 
is so low out of a total . 206,600 of aggra
vated assault cases is significant. 

I submit that the :figure is low when 
it is only 17 percent. 
. The third category of crimes is vio

lence for which we have statistics in this. 
regard is that of robbery. 

In 1965 there were 118,900 robberies,. 
see page 10 of the reports. In this re
gard Director Hoover stated: 

Although we do not make a regular col-
, leCition of the type of weapon used in armed 
robbery, from special surveys we have in the 
past determined about two-thirds are fire
arms and most of these the handgun. 

Thus, we can reasonably estimate that 
about 38 percent of the robberies were 
committed with firearms, and most of 
these were handguns. I wish to quote 
the last five words: "Most of these were 
handguns." 

From these statistics as well as the 
treatment accorded handguns by State 
and city statutes and ordinances, it is: 
quite clear that the principal offender in 
the unlawful use of firearms is the hand
gun. Hence, it is entirely in order that 
the legislation which we are currently 
considering concentrate on this type of 
weapon. · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the two letters addressed to 
this Senator by Director J. Edgar Hoover 
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of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
bearing dates of July 27, 1966 and July 
29, 1966 be printed at the conclusion of 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibits 1 and 2.) 
Mr. HRUSKA. Now, I should like to 

deal with two major provisions of S. 
1592. One has to do with destructive 
devlces and the other with imports, both 
of which are treated specially within 
the text of S. 1592 and, in my opinion, 
unwisely and improperly. 

DESTRUCTIVE DEVICES 

There are several destructive devices 
which need legislative attention. These 
include bazookas, mortars, grenades, 
mines, bombs, missiles, field artillery, 
certain rockets and projectiles, and the 
like. 

These devices are not a significant 
factor in the commission of crime, e.xcept 
for a handful of well-publicized cases. 

However, they have no legitimate 
sporting purposes or uses. The pending 
bills seek to amend the Federal Firearms 
Act of 1938, as amended, which regulates 
firearms for sporting purposes. Hence, 
it is not the act in which provision should 
be made to control destructive devices. 

The National Firearms Act of 1934 is 
the proper place for such controlling 
statutory provisions. This act now pro
vides for registration of machineguns, 
sawed-off rifles and shotguns, and other 
gangster-type weapons. It provides for 
heavy transfer tax on sales thereof. 

Proper provision to include destructive 
devices can be readily and effectively 
achieved by amending the definition of 
the National Firearms Act to include 
these items. 

In due time, I shall formulate, draft, 
and introduce in the Senate a bill with 
that specific purpose in mind and having 
that mission. 

The bill already referred to, S. 1591, is 
pending in the Finance Committee. It 
is suggested that its early consideration 
and report to the Senate is in order. 

IMPORTS 

ExHmiT 1 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, D.O., July 27, 1966. 

Han. RoMAN L. HRUSKA, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: This is in response to a 
telephonic request from your office on July 
26, 1966, for information concerning the use 
of firearms in murder. 

Based on the submission of police reports 
under the Uniform Crime Reporting Pro
gram, 70 percent of the murder by gun in 
this country is committed with a handgun, 
20 percent by the use of a shotgun and 10 
percent with a rifle or other firearm. This 
will supplement the data available to you in 
Uniform Crime Reports-1965. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. EDGAR HOOVER. 

ExamiT 2 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 

Washington, D.O., July 29, 1966. 
Hon. RoMAN L. HRUSKA, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: This is to confirm in
formation furnished telephonically to Mr. 
Richard Velde of your office on July 28, 1966. 

A breakdown of weapons used in aggra
vated assault appears on page 8 of Uniform 
Crime Reports-1965. There is no available 
breakdown of the type of firearm used in 
these attacks. An analysis of robbery, armed 
and unarmed, appears on page 11. Although 
we do not make a regular collection of the 
type of weapon used in armed robbery, from 
special surveys we have in the past deter
mined about two-thirds are firearms and 
most of these the handgun. 

During 1965, 70 percent of the firearms 
used in felony murders were handguns, 21 
percent shotguns and 9 percent rifles. Addi
tional information on felony murders ap
pears on page 7 of Uniform Crime Reports-
1965. You may also find pertinent a discus
sion of weapons used in police killings 196Q-
1965 which appears on page 35 of the above 
publication. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. EDGAR HOOVER. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I be
The bill which this Senator will pro- neve I understand correctly that the dis

pose does not contain provision on im- tinguished Senator from Nebraska is 
ports. This is in direct contrast with celebrating his birthday on this occa
the embargo and heavy type restriction . sion. I felicitate him on this notable 
approach · of S. 1592. event and congratulate h1m on his 39th 

First, it should be clear that imports birthday. 
in themselves are not inherently and Mr. HRUSKA. I · am very grateful for 
necessarily evil, merely because of their the felicitations, as well as for the demo
origin or, in some cases, because of their tion in age. 
relatively low prices. Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I com-

If it is desired to exclude or restrict pliment the Senator from Nebraska for 
them because they are dangerous or un- a truly outstanding speech concerning 
safe, then all firearms having such unde- firearms legislation and in its considera
sirable features should be regulated, tion, the need for fairness, balance, and 
whether imported or whether made in judgment rather than emoUon. For sev
the United States. eral years, proposed gun legislation has 

In any event, legislation of this kind been thrown before the Senate. Yet, we 
involves questions of import and tariff have heard only a few rational and well
policy. They should not be dealt with reasoned speeches on the matter. The 
in a bill which seeks to amend the Fed- Sen·ator from Nebraska has distinguished 
eral Firearms Act which regulates sport-
ing firearms. himself in the research, the study, and 

The proper jurisdiction for import and the presentation that he has made today. 
tariff is found in the Committee on My senior colleague from Wyoming 
Finance. [Mr. McGEE] made a speech the other 

day on the same subject. I associate 
myself with what has been said. 

The senior Senator from Wyoming 
said that firearms do not kill people, but 
that people kill people. 

It is truly regrettable that leaders in 
high position of Government would take 
adV'antage of tragedies, such as the Aus
tin University killings and the killings of 
the Chicago nurses, to create an emo
tional climate that would bring favor to 
a particular position that they support. 

We must recall that no guns were used 
in the recent Chicago killings. The kill
ings were by knife and strangulation. 

I have read the able and distinguished 
·speech of the Senator on this matter. I 
am sure that the Senator will agree with 
me that we do not want to inhibit the 
constitutional privileges of our citizens to 
keep and to bear arms. 

In Senator HRUSKA's delivery today he 
has pointed out that the primary moti
vation for seeking legislation that would 
control the sale and disbursement of flre-:
arni.s is the desire to curb the criminal 
element; therefore, our legislation should 
be ·aimed at the criminal in our society 
and not the law-abiding citizen. 

After considering the analysis of willful 
killings as presented by Senator HRUSKA, 
it would appear to me as if it were impos
sible to pass any legislation that would 
cause a severe reduction in willful kill
ings; consequently, we must be very care
ful in our deliberations and pass no law 
which would infringe upon the American 
people's constitutional right to keep and 
bear arms. I have pledged, as I am sure 
many others in the Senate have pledged, 
to oppose any legislation that would 
minimize this right. No one denies that 
a very serious problem exists in the Na
tion's larger cities because of the criminal 
misuse of firearms, but this problem can
not be handled by penalizing law-abiding 
citizens. · 

In Wyoming and the West, gun owner
ship is a common thing. OUr ranchers 
and our farmers, our hunters and sports
men need the gun and they must have a 
convenient way for ordering and serv
icing these guns by mail. The bill pro
posed by Senator Donn and others would 
definitely inconvenience our Wyoming 
citizens and be a substantial detriment 
to the training of young men and women 
in the proper use of firearms. Senator 
HRUSKA today has suggested legislation 
that he will be introducing shortly. I 
am impreSsed with the guidelines he set 
forth and am eager to study his proposal 
in more detail. : 

I know of no one who opposes the re
sponsible efforts to curtail illegal and. 
unwarranted traffic in the sale of guns. 
However, legislation to control that traf
fic must be on a selective and reasonable 
basis. I am grateful to the Senator from 
Nebraska for the time he has taken in 
preparing this excellent statement and 
presenting it to the Senate. It is indeed 
encouraging to have light thrown on the 
subject matter. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD an editorial entitled "Anti
gun Outcries, Again," published in the 
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Wyoming State Tribune of August 2, 
1966. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ANTIGUN OUTCRIES, AGAIN . 
As in the assassination of President Ken

nedy, the Austin sniper case has triggered 
loud demands in Congress for tighter gun 
control laws. 

Today, Sen. THOMAS J. DODD, chairman 
of the Senate Juvenile Delinquency Commit
tee and a man who commands his share of 
the headlines in his own right, says "the in
cident in Austin, is an extreme example of 
what has been going on for much too long 
in this country. Rifles are used to murder 
and wound tens of thousands of people an
nually." 

A Senator from Texas, RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
who lives in Austin, says the sniper tragedy 
"must lead to some thought of the promis
cuous handling of dangerous arms and our 
national handling of homicide in the enter
tainment media." Television overstresses 
killing, YARBOROUGH suggests. 

These represent over-simplified approaches 
and extremely naive solutions, however. The 
Austin sniper incident is no more average 
than the assassination of President Kennedy. 
There has been no similar mass murder inci
dent since Howard Unruh, a quiet, Bible
reading veteran of World War II, went beserk 
and shot and killed 13 persons on a downtown 
Camden, N.J., street on Sept. 6, 1949. It has 
been nearly 17 years since the Unruh k1llings. 

There is considerable evidence to suggest 
that Charles J. Whitman, the Austin sniper, 
was deranged; in fact there seems no other 
explanation of his actions. If Whitman had 
not been able to discharge his murderous 
frenzy in firearms, he might have used some 
other device that conceivably would have 
been more lethal than the rifles and pistol 
he lugged up to the University of Texas 
tower. 

In each of the three cases c1 ted here-
Unruh, Lee Harvey Oswald and Whitman
mental mness quite clearly was the basis of 
these violent onslaughts. 

The anti-gun proponents say, yes, but if 
they hadn't been able to get possession of 
the rifles, these things might never have hap
pened. But how is the government to effect 
a. workable gun control without totaJly ban
ning sale of firearms to every person in this 
land? Or their manufacture? 

A partial gun law won't do any good, be
cause who is to know when and where an in
dividual may lose control of himself and his 
senses? 

Here is Whitman, an altar boy, Boy Scout, 
a former Marine with an outstanding record; 
by every indication a young man with a com
mendable background. And Unruh, the Bi
ble-reading veteran, a quiet man. 

Oswald admittedly was a bit different; for 
one thing he had forsaken hts country, which 
Whitman and Unruh certainly had not done, 
and had gone to the Soviet Union: and he 
had been returned to this country under the 
auspices of the same government he fore
swore. 

How would any of these people have been 
denied access to firearms except by making 
possession of any firearms p\l'ohibitory? This 
would require the outlawry of all sale of guns 
for sports or any other purposes to civilians 
in this country. 

However, yesterday, whlle Chall'les Whit
man was engaged in his murderous rampage 
in Austin, a young man named Richard Speck 
was appearing in court in Chicago for his 
arraignment on charges of murdering eight 
student nurses.. Evidence indicates all eight 
nurses were slain with a knife. 

The gun control e~perts who rush in in the 
wake of such things as the Austin slaughter 

often do so heedlessly and without regard for 
a calm study of all of the aspects involved. 
Perhaps it is wrong that Americans have un
limited access to firearms; but tell that to 
some boy serving in the armed forces in Viet 
Nam. He has seen too many of his buddies 
display an adeptness with small arms that 
has derived from perhaps youthful familiari
zation with a shotgun or rifle, or even a 
pistol. 

The controlling factor in all of these cases 
cited above--Um-uh, Lee Harvey Oswald, and 
Charles Whitman--obviously involved forms 
of mental 1llness. It is in this area that pre
ventive action must be taken through more 
extensive mental health programs in this 
country; not by drying up the gun supply, 
which is hardly practicable, nor even 
probable. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I call . 
attention to a portion of the editorial 
which reads: · 

However, yesterday, while Charles Whit
man was engaged in his murderous rampage 
in Austin, a young man named Richard 
Speck was appearing in court in Ghicago for 
his arraignment on charges of murdering 
eight student nurses. Evidence indicates all 
eight nurses were slain with a knife. 

The gun control experts who rush in in the 
wake of such things as the Austin slaughter 
often do so heedlessly and without regard for 
a calm study of all of the aspects involved. 
Perhaps it is wrong that Americans have 
unlimited access to firearms; but tell that to 
some boy serving in the armed forces in Viet 
Nam. He has seen too many of· his buddies 
display an adeptness with small arms that 
has derived from perhaps youthful familiari
zation with a shotgun or rifle, or even a pistol. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska is entitled to the 
great thanks of the Senate and of the 
Nation on the excellent research he has 
done on this very important subject. I 
congratulate him on his speech. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Wyoming for his re
marks. If anyone should know of the 
place of firearms in private ownership 
and the enjoyment of their uses for law
ful and, in many cases in his State, for 
necessary purposes, it would be the Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Wyoming is a State which is still wide 
open and rugged in many areas. 

An inhibition of mail-order sales would 
be felt with tremendous impact in 
Wyoming. 

I am grateful to the Senator for his 
support of the viewpoint which this 
Senator is trying to interpret. 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 
Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President, 

I wish to commend the able Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] for a timely and 
well-reasoned statement on a very im
portant issue that faces the Senate and 
the Nation today. 

Mr. President, the mall that I have 
received on this subject, I think, is 
greater in volume than tnat which I 
have received on any other subject; 

I should like to ask the distinguished 
Senator from Nebraska if that is not true 
in his case. Does not his mail from Ne
braska indicate a continued and substan
tial increase? 

Mr. HRUSKA. It does, indeed. I am 
sure that is the experience of most Sen
ators from our part of the country. 

' 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I am sure it 
it is. Is it not also true in .the Senator's 
case, as it is in mine, that this mail does 
not come from the so-called gun lobby, 
but comes from the individual citizens 
in our State who were raised as west
erners and appreciate and own and know 
how to handle guns? 

Mr. HRUSKA. In answer to the ques
tion of the Senator from Idaho, I would 
say that there is a "gun lobby," a "gun 
lobby'' which consists of some 15 mil
lion licensed hunters in this country and 
perhaps millions of others who are vitally 
interested in pending firearms legisla
tion. I do not recall offhand how many 
licensed hunters there are in Nebraska. 
I will get that figure and supply it for 
the RECORD-but I imagine it amounts 
to several hundred thousand in the State 
of Idaho and other States. I know that 
in the State of Michigan approximately 
1 million hunters' licenses have been 
issued. 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Yes. 
Mr. HRUSKA. It is these people who 

not only know how to use guns, but also 
inculcate the youthful and older citizens 
on how to use these weapons for proper 
purposes. They are the "gun lobby," and 
I am as proud to represent the tens of 
millions of lawful gun owners as anyone 
in the Senate representing any group 
of any kind. 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. That is pre
cisely the situation which obtains in my 
State. 

DO THE STATES WANT S. 1592? 

Mr. President, the title of the amended 
s. 1592 is "State Firearms Control As
sistance Amendments of 1966." This 
title implies Federal aid to, and opera
tion in, the field of intrastate commerce 
to aid the States in making more effec
tive firearms controls both within the 
boundaries of the individual States and 
with respect to the firearms traffic from 
State to State. 

The question may be legitimately 
posed, Do the States want this kind of 
help? Apparently, many do not as in
dicated by resolutions adopted by 14 
State legislatures and by letters by the 
Governors of 2 States. 

In a letter dated March 24, 1966, to a 
distinguished colleague, Senator MoRSE, 
Governor Hatfield, of Oregon, had this, 
among other things, to say about S. 
1592: 

Specifically, the so-called DOdd bill, S. 
1592, even though it has been amended as 
a result of hearings during the 1st session 
of the 89th Congress, is still repugnant to 
most citizens, and certainly so to overwhelm
ing numbers of American sportsmen, gun 
collectors, and other legitiinate owners or 
users of sporting arms. Moreover, enact
ment of the provisions of this b111 would im
pose unnecessarily severe hardships on 
countless small firearms dealers in Oregon 
and elsewhere. Additionally, vagueness of 
the terms of S. 1592 would result in a con
veyance of arbitrary powers to a Federal 
agency which might serve to contravene ef
fective state regulations in this area. 

There are many other objections to this 
bill, as may be seen through a review of the 
hearing records. 

The Governor of the State of Idaho, 
Robert E. Smylie, in a letter to me of 
May 20, 1966, made several significant 

•. 

' 
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observations on S. 1592. The Governor 
stated: 

Any action now taken could and should be 
based on calm, thoughtful reasoning and 
judgment rather than to be conceived in 
hysteria and founded on emotion. 

He soundly counsels that-
It would be quite unrealistic and foolhardy 

to believe that a man bent upon assassinating 
the President could be effectively deterred by 
any statutes regulating or prohibiting the 
purchase and possession of lethal weapons. 

To support this position, the Governor 
cites Mr. Justice Douglas: 

Fear of assassination often produces re
straints compatible with dictatorship, not 
democracy. 

Governor Smylie further commented 
on S. 1592 as follows: 

Even though S. 1592 (Dodd bill) has been 
amended following hearings being held dur
ing the 1st session of the 89th Congress, it 
still retains many features that are objec
tionable to westerners and particularly so 
as to Idaho's share of the more than 14 mil
lion law abiding citizens of .the Nation who 
purchase hunting licenses each year, plus 
those people who use guns for other hobby 
and recreational purposes. The additional 
fact that provisions of this b111 would place 
unnecessary bookkeeping and administrative 
burdens on small firearms dealers is also a 
matter warranting consideration. 

Mr. President, I think it noteworthy 
that the highly regarded ~ichigan Bar 
Association adopted a resolution opposing 
several of the restricted provisions of S. 
1592. This resolution states in part: 

It is the view of the State Bar of Michigan 
that any law restricting rights granted un
der the second amendment is not a function 
of Congress but that any necessary regula
tion should be made by State statute under 
the police power which rests in the State 
a.nd not in the Federal Government. 

During 1965, the legislatures of no less 
than 14 States went on record by adopt
ing resolutions or memorials opposing 
S. 1592. These States are: Alabama, Ari
zona, Arkansas, Louisiana, Michigan, 
Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Mexico, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Texas, Vermont, Wash
ington, and Wisconsin. These expres
sions of State legislative opinion clearly 
and unequivocally indicate that S. 1592 
is not wanted-by the States and is neither 
necessary nor justified. 

Mr. President, I am sure that what has 
been said reflects the opinion of public 
and private groups and individuals in 
many other parts of the Nation. I com
mend these sentiments to this body for 
its consideration and evaluation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I commend the 
Senator from Nebraska for the thorough
ness which he has gone into his pres-
entation on this subject. 

As one who was in the district at
torney's omce in Massachusetts for a 
period of time, helping the district at
torney on these matters, I know that all 
crimes of violence committed, certainly 
at that time, were committed with hand
guns and not with other kinds of fire
arms. 

It is my understanding that the Sen
ator from Nebraska directed his remarks 
toward handguns, and believes that if 
the handgun or pistol is taken care of 
adequately by proper laws regarding 
licensing in a State, 81Ild in interstate 
commerce, that fundamentally the prob
lem of violence with firearms wlll be 
very much on its way to a solution; is 
that not correct? 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator is cor
rect in his understanding. The measure 
which will, in due time, be submitted to 
the Committee· on the Judiciary, and 
then to the Senate, will be drawn along 
those lines. It will also be in line with 
particulars which I have indicated in 
the principal part of my remarks. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Then, so far as 
sporting guns are concerned, any amend
ments, insofar as they apply to inter
state commerce, should be included as 
amendments to the present sporting 
guns legislation? 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator is cor
rect in his understanding. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So far as im
ports are concerned, which concerns us 
in Massachusetts, Connecticut, and in 
New England particularly, that goes to 
the Senate Finance Committee with rela
tion to tariffs and regulations on im
ports. It is not a-problem directly con
cerned with the present Judiciary Com
mittee position or responsibility; is that 
not correct? 

Mr. HRUSKA~ The Senat.or is cor
rect. The Senate properly represented 
the bill dealing with the amendment to 
the National Firearms Act to the Com
mittee em Finance which has it in its 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. Donn] and I 
worked with the Committee on Finance 
on imports from Italy in particular, 
where they were buying up many of our 
old rifles, or those which we had de
livered to the Italian Army, which had 
gotten into the hands of dealers, and 
those rifles were being shipped back here 
in competition with rifles manufactured 
in Massachusetts and Connecticut. Do 
I correctly understand that in the Sena
tor's opinion, this is entirely a question 
of imports and how to handle them? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes, it is. Further
more, as the hearings disclosed, section 
414 of the Mutual Security Act presently 
vests power over imports of that kind of 
weapon in the President. Some of those 
powers have been delegated to the Secre
tary of State. Section 414 of the Mutual 
Security Act presently contains statutory 
power dealing with that particular sub
ject and that particular point. 

Nevertheless, any desire to modify the 
laws and add to powers to deal with any 
of the imports on the basis of their being 
unsafe or too cheap should go to the 
Finance Committee. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In reference to 
rifles coming in from foreign countries, 
they are subject to the laws which the 
Senator is discussing in relation to in..: 
terstate commerce. 

Mr. HRUSKA. That is correct. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I think the 

great problem we face is to provide care
fully thought out legislation, and not to 

legislate as a result of emotions aroused 
by the recent terrible crimes with which 
all of us are so familiar. I hope the Ju
diciary Committee and the Finance Com
mittee will consider legislation on this 
subject based on the facts, with respect 
to State law and Federal law, that will be 
helpful and at the same time not penalize 
those dealing in firearms for sporting 
and other purposes. · 

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator. 
I yield now to the Senator from New 

Hampshire---
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will 

the Senatar yield on that point, because 
I want to direct a number of my ques
tions to some of the statements made 
by the Sena_tor from Massachusetts? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I shall yield _to the 
Senator from Maryland next. I had 
promised to yield to the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. COTTON], if the 
Senator does not. mind. 

Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, I wish 
to join my colleagues in thanking the 
distingui'Shed Senator from Nebraska for 
the very thorough and careful way he 
has explored this subject, which is char
acteristic of his contribution in any mat
ter which he takes up in the Senate. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator is very 
generous. 

Mr. COTTON. The Senator could not 
dwell at length 'on all the points in his 
analysi-s, but one point he made is that 
in the original S. 1592, license fees were 
increased to levels which in effect would 
be prohibitive in many cases, especially 
to dealers. 

Does not the Senator believe that fees 
pl1aced upon dealers in firearms and 
ammunition are mainly for the purpose 
of having a license so th:at one knows 
who the dealers are and not for the 
purpose of putting dealers out of busi
ness? 

Mr. HRUSKA. The original dealer's 
fee provided for under S. 1592 as orig
inally introduced was $100. In many 
areas such a license fee would effectively 
prevent, in substance, a small service sta
tion, for example, from selling q-r dealing 
in ammunition or stocking a very modest 
line of firearms. The bill included am
munition and also the servicing and sell
ing of guns. Such high fees would have 
been prohibitive for many small dealers. 
That would be a part of the hardship 
that would have been involved. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield for a 
point of clarification? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 
did not know whether the Senator from 
Nebraska wanted to leave the Senator 
from New Hampshire with the feeling 
that the requirement with respect to fees 
had not been changed and had not been 
rather signifi,cantly reduced in the con
sideration of this particular point. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The question was di
rected to the bill as originally intro
duced. I tried to answer the question 
properly. In my prepared remarks I 
pointed out that the scale of fees con
tained in the bill as originally introduced 
had ,been changed. So there has been 
no misrepresentation of it. 
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Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 

wondered if the Senator from New 
Hampshire understood the rather dra
matic change that had been made. 

Mr. COTI'ON. The Senator from New 
Hampshire does understand that. The 
Senator from New Hampshire says that 
the main purpose of licensing dealers of 
firearms and ammunition-and the Sen
ator from New Hampshire spent 8 years 
as a county prosecuting attorney-is to 
know who they are, where they are, and 
if they are reputable and law abiding. 

Mr. HRUSKA. That is correct. 
Mr. COTI'ON. The fees imposed, 

should be nominal. . 
Does the Senator from Nebraska agree 

with that? 
Mr. HRUSKA. I fully agree with that. 
Mr. COTTON. We all know that the 

situation in urban areas and rural areas 
is di1ferent. In my own State there are 
a considerable number of dealers in 
small communities who, not as a main 
business, but as a part of their business, 
deal in firearms and ammunition. Their 
clientele is limited. Anything more than 
a nominal fee would be a needless hard
ship. 

I am glad that the Senator from Ne
braska feels that the important purpose 
of registration is not the charging of a 
fee. 

Is that the Senator's position? 
Mr. HRUSKA. Yes. Both the revised 

measure and my measure provided for a 
$251icense fee initially and $10 each year 
thereafter for a renewal of the license. 

Mr. CO'ITON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator 

for his contribution. 
I yield now to-the Senator from Mary

land [Mr. TYDINGS], a member of the 
Judiciary Committee and a member of 
the subcommittee which is dealing with 
the legislation now under discussion. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President the 
question which I should like to cllscuss 
with the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska has to do with a question pro
pounded by the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts, and the response of 
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska 
thereto. I am not sure that I understood 
the answer correctly, but I understood 
the Senator from Massachusetts to state 
that it was his understanding that the 
principal law enforcement problem in the 
area of firearm murders and deaths had 
to do with pistols or handguns, and the 
Senator from Nebraska answered in the 
affirmative and told him that that was 
the fact, and that that was the Senator's 
understanding. Is that correct? 

Mr. HRUSKA. As to the higher inci
dence of crimes of violence with hand
guns as opposed to long guns? 

Mr. TYDINGS. It was my under
standing that the Senator said the pri
mary problem was with handguns and 
not with long guns. 

Mr. HRUSKA. That was not only my 
response to the Senator from Massachu
setts, it was also one of the major points 
I made in the prepared remarks of which 
I delivered myself between the hours of 
10:30 and 11:20. It is well documented, 
and if the Senator wishes a replay of 
that particular point, I should be most 

delighted to replay that part of the 
record. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Is the Senator aware 
that the testimony of the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation before our sub
committee was that of the 5,634 gun 
murders committed in 1965, 30 percent 
were committed with long guns-a total 
of 1,690 lives were lost because of gun 
murders committed with rifles and shot
guns? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am aware of it, and 
discussed the FBI figures in detail. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Is the Senator aware 
of the fact that in the case of the 278 
police officers killed in the United States 
since 1960, of the 96 percent who were 
killed with guns, 22 percent were killed 
with long guns-rifles and shotguns? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I agree that the Sen
ator from Maryland clearly and accu
rately reads the record. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Is the Senator aware 
of the testimony of Captain Howe of the 
Los Angeles Pollee Department before 
the Subcommittee on Juvenile Delin
quency, to the effect that of the firearms 
seized by the Los Angeles Police Depart
ment during 1963 and 1964, 626 rifles and 
shotguns were booked in 1963, and 580 in 
1964; and that as a percentage of the 
1963 total, 22 percent of all firearms 
seized were long guns, and in 1964, the 
figure was again 22 percent? Is the Sen
ator aware of those figures, which were 
brought out at page 126 of the hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Juvenile 
Delinquency? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I agree that the Sen
ator from Maryland is corre~tly and ac
curately reading the record. I am still 
searching for some relevance to the sub
ject at hand, but agree that the record i~ 
properly and completely read. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Does not the Senator 
from Nebraska think it is of some rele
v·ance to the dangerous aspects of long 
guns that 22 percent of all police officers 
killed in the United States since 1960 
were killed with long guns? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I agree it is relevant 
to this extent: It is deplorable. It is 
tragic. We wish it would not happen. 
We wish we could pass a law such as they 
did in New York, saying that no one shall 
have guns except with a license, and that 
such a law would work. But the experi
ence of New York has not been a happy 
one in that respect. 

Mr. TYDINGS. WhY has it not? 
Mr. HRUSKA. I say we should con

sider the figures the SenaJtor cites in con
nection with the entire context of the 
situation, and not look at one portion of 
it without looking at the whole cloth. 
The whole cloth was discussed by me in 
great detail; and again, if the Senator 
wishes, I shall be glad to replay any part 
of that record he desires. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Does the Senator feel · 
that Congress ought to try to cooperate 
with the local law enforcement officer,s of 
the United States? Practioally, without 
exception, every major police officer in 
the United States who testified before 
the subcommittee said they need some 
sort of support from Congress to help 
them enforce their local laws. Does not 
the Senator think that is important? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes, it is important; 
and yet it is not all. We have to consider 
all of the evidence and all of the circum
stances. And may I say to the Senator 
from Maryland that, while he cited that 
20 percent of the killings were with shot
guns and 10 percent with rifles, and so 
on, the fact remains that 70 percent were 
committed with handguns. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I agree that we need 
handgun legislation also. 

Mr. HRUSKA. It is the users--or 
rather the misusers-of handguns who 
are the principal offenders. It is them 
we should zero in on. Because when we 
come to the other field, we come to facts 
which the Senator from Maryland has 
not mentioned, Mr. President-the 20 
million lawful users of the long guns, who 
make proper, legitimate, lawful and 
beneficial use of the long gun.S, That also 
is a part of the record. 

Mr. TYDINGS. There is nothing in 
the proposed legislation which will inter
fere with the lawful use of the long gun 
by any hunter in the United States. I 
myself have five shotguns in my closet. 
I was shooting guns with my father 
when I was 9 years of age. There is 
nothing in this measure which will af
fect any lawful hunter in the United 
States. 

Mr. HRUSKA. To that I would take 
serious exception. I . have covered that 
situation in my principal remarks. I 
shall be happy to go into it again. But I 
say there is a vast amount of hardship, 
burden, increased cost and expense, in
convenience .• and harshness visited upon 
those purchasers who seek to buy, sell, 
and trade long guns. An analysis of 
the bill will show in detail just exactly 
how that happens. -

Perhaps the experience of the Senator 
from Maryland is just a little different 
than ours, where we have fewer people 
per square mile, in other parts of t;he 
country. But I say the bill, if enacted, 
would interfere with and encroach upon 
the rights, the freedoms, and the entitle
ments of those who legally, properly, 
beneficially, and necessarily use long 
guns. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Will the Senator 
concede that crime is becoming a major 
national problem in the United States? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I serve on Senator 
McCLELLAN's Special Subcommittee on 
Criminal Procedures and Practices. I 
sit also on the subcommittee chaired by 
the distinguished Senator from Mary
land, the Subcommittee on Improve
ments in Judicial Machinery. I have 
served on the Committee on the Judici
ary for 11 years now, I am aware, not 
only as a citizen but also as a very inter
ested member of the Committee on the 
Judiciary and of this body, not of the 
rate and seriousness of crime, and also 
have participated in some measure, in 
getting legislation approved to meet it. 

Does that answer the Senator's ques
tion? 

Mr. TYDINGS. That answers that 
question. Does the Senator also real
ize that the great majority of law en
forcement chiefs at the local level, State 
and city police, state that a Federal limi
tation on mail order sale of guns is one 

. 
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of the most important single things Con
gress could do to help them fight crime? 
Their testimony is replete. They came 
in day after day and testified before our 
subcommittee, and the Senator was 
there. . Does not the Senator agree with 
that? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes, I agree with the 
fact that there was rn:uch evidence ad
duced on the point from chiefs of Police 
and law enforcement officers. My sub
stitute bill addresses itself to that very 
POint. However, it is appropriate tore
fer to the unhappy experience of New 
York with itS Sullivan law, which will 
bear on· that very i:>oint. Because the 
Sullivan law is drastic and far reaching 
in its impact on the 'o:wnership ·and use 
of firearms than the prohibition of mail
order sales. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Is the Senator aware 
that the Sullivan law has had some effect 
in reducing or at least limiting the ratio 
of murders in New York substantially, as 
compared with those major cities that do 
not have gun .restriction laws? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am not aware of 
that, and I would respectfully request the 
Senator from Maryland to cite some au
thority for it, because I hold in my hand 
the record of the hearings that were held 
by the Subcommittee to Investigate Ju
venile Delinquency. 
· Let me say preliminarily-and I shall 

go into this in some detail-that between 
1945 and 1964, murders in New York City 
increased 118 percent. That is not very 
much of a reduction in the ratio or the 
number in a city which did not gain that 
much in population in those 20 years. 

Robbery increased 549 percent, and 
felonious assault increased 506 percent. 
Then, listen to this figure. Burglary in
creased 1,868 percent in those 20 years. 

With that background, would the Sen
ator from Maryland enlighten the Sen
ator from Nebraska as to where there
duction in crime occurred in New York 
City? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I should be delighted 
to do so. The figures of the Senator are 
only valid if one compares them with the 
figures and the ratios for the other major 
cities of the United States. 

The latest available issue of the FBI's 
uniform crime reports, as of last year, 
show that in 1963 the murder and non
negligent manslaughter rate per 100,000 
inhabitants was 5.2 percent in New York 
City. It was 6 percent .in Washington, 
D.C., where there is much more laxity 
in the control of pis.tols, compared to the 
Sullivan law in New York, which is 
much stronger. It was 10.1 percent, al
most double the New York figure, in Dal
las, Tex., where there is no gun control 
at all. 

In testimony last year before a con
gressional conimittee, James V. Bennett, 
then Director of the U.S. Bureau of Pris
ons, said: 

Durtng 1962 five cities-New York, Chicago, 
Los Angeles, Philadelphia, and Detroit--all 
of which have varying degrees of gun regula
tion, experienced homicide rates of 5.4 (New 
York), 7.6 (Chicago), 6 (Los Angeles), 4.9 
(Philadelphia), and 5.5 (Detroit), per 100 
general population respectively. But the city 
of Dallas, which has no gun controls what
ever, had a rate of 13.4 percent. 

J. Edgar Hoover, of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, in 1963, said: 

Of the 7,261 murders on which details were 
reported under the Uniform Crime Report
ing Program last year, 54 percent of victims 
were killed with guns, the vast majority of 
which were handguns. 

In 18 States which have bare minimum 
control laws. over firearms, 65 percent of the 
murders were committed with guns. Many 
States have restrictions of varying degrees; 
however, in 7 States which require a permit, 
or the equivalent thereof; to purchase a 
handgun, 42 percent of the murders were at
tributed, to firearms as compared to 58 per
cent for the other 43 States. Further, in 2 
States which have stringent laws on the con
trol of firearms, the figures for 1962 showed 
32 percent of the murders were by gun. 

My point is that this legislation is 
merely trying to assist in backing up the 
local l1aw enforcement officer. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I had 
not meant to go into so much detail. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I am so 
glad to have heard that miscellany of ~es
timony. However, the. original proposi
tion of the Senator from Maryland was 
that the Sullivan law resulted in a re
duction in the number of crimes in New 
York City. He then suddenly changed 
his position, or did I misunderstand the 
Senator? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the 
Senator said that the Sullivan law had 
not done much good for New York City. 

My point is that the Sullivan law has 
made New York City a far safer city than 
it would have been without that law. 

I used the comparative statistics for a 
number of major cities. These statistics 
particularly showed that in major cities 
of almost the same size, which have no 
gun restriction local law, the statistics 
were almost double those for cities with 
local gun restriction laws. I also pointed 
out Mr. Hoover's testimony. . 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, that 
bears out the understanding of the Sen
ator from Nebraska that the Senator 
contended that the Sullivan law is a 
salutary and beneficial piece of legisla-
tion in New York. . 

The figures I have cited do not indicate 
that. They indicate that the number 
of felonies committed in New York were 
109,000 in 1960 and 150,000· in 1964. That 
is a strange way for the Sullivan law to 
reduce the number of serious crimes. 

Murder increased from 394 in 1960 to 
638 in 1964. · That is strange, reverse 
English on this proposition of reducing 
crime. 

Robbery increased from 6,000 in 1960 
to 8,000 in 1964. We go right on with the 
statistics as to felonies and misdemean
ors. Assaults increased from 34,000 in 
1960 to '41,000 in 1964. 

Mr. President, let me give the back
ground of that. Hete is what is alleged 
in that connection, and I should like to 
read the record that is contained in the 
transcript of the hearings. The Senator 
was there to hear it. 

George W. North, stated: 
We search in vain for evidence of a statute 

Which has lowered the rate of crime evident 
before its adoption. 

He then stated: 
Tb,is judgment lea.cls to the conviction 

that t~e most prominent effect of S. 1592 

would be a substantial and prolonged in
crease in the rate of violent crime through
out the Nation. 

Here is how they substantiate it, and 
· it makes sense. Mr. North testified: 

The law breaker knows that his victim 
b:as been stripped of the means of self
defense, and that by-standers or witnesses 
have been similarly shorn of their ab1lity to 
act as deterrent to the crime, defense to the 
victim (and by fear of subsequent irresist
able violence) , or witness to the prosecution.. 

He then testified: 
After 20 years of ideal conditions in which 

to :flower, this experiment has resulted in the 
!allure of a vastly increased crime rate, and 
a rate of seizure of illegal pistols over twice 
the level of pistol licenses issued to sports
men. Those who point with pride to this 
experiment reveal only an ignorance of our 
condition, or a deliberate effort to shunt 
aside the proper asse~sment of their abilities 
in office. 

Thus does the whole idea of "making it 
more difficult for the criniinal to buy a gun" 
stand exposed as a failure. 

The criminal wm always surmount or 
evade efforts to make it difficult for him to 
obtain a firearm. 

A disarmed population encourages the 
criminal to step up the pace and brutality of 
his activities. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the testimony of Mr. George W. 
North, extending from page 775 of these 
hearings to and including the first third 
of page ~77, which includes some figures 
from the New York City Police Depart
ment, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SPORTSMEN'S CoUNcn. MAluNB 

DISTRICT OF NEW YORK STATE, INC., BY 
GEORGE W. NORTH, CHAIIUIU.N, COMMl'l'TEE 
ON FIREARMS LEGISLATION 

Gentleman, in preparing OUI" testimony 
for these hearings on S. 1592 (the meas\H"e 
introduced by Senator DoDD of Connecticut 
to alter present controls on the interstate 
sale of firearms) we have been mindful or 
the need to avoid statements unsupported 
by facts or experience. We have therefore 
engaged in long and painful research to as
semble the facts supporting our stand. 

As sportsmen we can be expected to oppose 
any legislation which imposes needless, 
costly, and time-consuming restrictions on 
our right to purchase and own firearms. 
But what of our role as citizens, seeking the 
best interest of the communities to whom 
we have entrusted our lives, and those of our 
families? Here, our interest demands ln 
clear terms that we do all in our power to 
alter or defeat this bill. Its approach is to 
make the purchase of a firearm more d11fi
cult; it is therefore germane to these hear
ings to show what effect this approach has 
had on crime in tne past, and therefore, 
whether it is in fact desirable to pursue this 
approach represented by the pending legisla
tion. 

History provides many examples of govern
ment control over the purchase or possession 
of firearms. None is admirable in origin or 
effect. We search in vain for evidence of a 
statute which has lowered the rate of crime 
evidence before its adoption. The most elo
quent firearms law is the one under which 
the club members of our council have spent 
their lives. We are qualified both by train
ing and the experience of our daily lives to 
speak of it knowingly. We can judge the 
probable experience of this Nation if S. 1592 
is adopted by our own experience under our 
local law. This judgment leads to the con-
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viction that the most prominent effect of S. 
1592 would be a substantial and prolonged 
increase in the rate of violent crime through
out the Nation. 

This judgment is neither reached nor 
voiced frivolously, or without great study. 
It arises because of the marked similarities 
of approach between S. 1592 and chapter 136 
of the laws of 1893 (New York), the recodi
fication of what is known as the Sullivan 
law. That law has been covered in such de
tail from so many sources, including Senate 
hearings in 1964, that its structure can be 
passed over here, and attention ~ocused on 
its results. Those results, for New York City, 
the jurisdiction for which we can speak from 
personal experience and authority, are sum
marized below: 

1. A substantial reduction in the number 
of . firearms in the hands of lawful citizens 
with great damage to reputable commerce 
in arms and ammunition. (Viz., number of 
licenses issued each year.) 

2. An appalling increase in the rate of 
violent crime, and of the importance of vio
lent crime as a percentage of total crime. 
(Viz., a:ppended statistics for violent and 
total crime ca.tegories from New York City 
Police Department reports. Note that vio
lent crime--murder, rape, robbery, felonious 
assault, and burglary-has risen from 24 per
cent of all felonies in 1945 to 47 percent of 
all felonies in 1964.) 

3. An inconcealable explosion in the cost 
of providing police protec·tion to the citizens 
of this city. 

It may at first glance prove difficult to ac
cord these results to a law whose avowed 
purpose and constantly repeated defense is 
that it serves to contain the criminal. None
theless, the conclusion is inescapable that, 
just as prohibition, under the Volstead Act 
turned us into a nation characterized by 
wanton and promiscuous consumption of 
alcoholic beverages, the "Sullivan law" has 
had the paradoxical effect of spawning vio
.len.ce where none existed, and of ·reinforcing 
the power of the profess-ional criminal. 

The citizen walking abroad in the streets 
of New York City is an open invitation to the 
criminal. The lawbreaker knows that his 
victim has been stripped of the means of 
self-defense, and that bystanders or Wit
nesses have been similarly shorn of their 
ab111ty to act as deterrent to the crtme, de
fense to the victim (and by fear of subse
quent irresistible violence) , or witness to the 
prosecution. Given this incentive, the crimi
nal has armed himself With unprecedented 
frequency, and engaged in crimes of a nature 
almost proscribed by the prev-ious condition; 
namely, that a few (certainly a small per
centage, but an existing percentage none
theless and sufficient to serve as a deterrent) 
of his potential victims had the means to 
resist a criminal attack, and leave the at
tacker dead upon the street. 

Under the "Sullivan law," we have en
countered curious phenomena: Witnesses 
fearful of even summoning police (let alone 
of providing testimony) 1n anxiety over ret
ribution; rapi:sts capable of attacking up to 
SO women before encountering a condition of 
seriously threatening resistance; and citi
zens under indictment for acting in armed 
self-defense, or in the detense of others. 
Unless the criminal picks as victim the 1 man 
in 300 authorized to carry a firearm at all 
times (the police officer on or off duty) he can 
count on the effects of the "Sullivan law" 
to allow him to prey virtually at will. 

This condition is not limited to New York 
City, and exists wherever officialdom frowns 
on the possession, by the average undistin
guished citizen, of the means of self-defense. 
Nonetheless, it has reached deb111tating pro
portions here, where official reluctance to 
i•ssue firearms permits reaches an unrivaled 
peak. 

Each major city differs from ee.ch other, 
and comparisons of crime rates between cities 

are almost meaningless. It is possible, how
ever, to compare each city's crime rate with 
its own past record. On this basis, the 
"Sullivan law" stands alone, or rather, the 
approach of making it difficult to purchase 
a. firearm stands alone. During a period 
when New York City's population grew not 
at all from the inflated 1945 wartime peak 
estimate, crime in this city has shown the 
following increases (194lH>4): 

Percent 
up 

428 
381 

Total felonies _______________________ _ 

Total misdemeanors--------·------ --
Oa tegories: 

Murder------------ .. --------------- 118 
!tape______________________________ 164 

ltobberY----------- ---------------- 549 Felonious assault ___ , ______________ :_ 506 

BurglarY-----------·----~---------- 1,898 
(The starting point of 1945 is chosen. for 

the tabulation above because in that year 
a massive ca.mpaign was conducted to advise 
the public of the nature and the require
ments of the "Sullivan law." This was 
prompted by the flood of souvenir pistols 
brought in by returning servicemen at the 
end of the Second World War.) 

Never has the idea of making pistols diffi
cult to obtain been given a fairer chance to 
work than in this period, and n-ever has this 
idea. so clearly been proven bankrupt. After 
20 years of ideal conditions in which to 
:flower, this experiment has resulted in the 
failure of a vastly increased crime rate, and 
a. rate of seizure of illegal pistols over twice 
the level of pistol licenses issued to sports
men. Those who point with pride to this 
experiment reveal only an 1gnoran~e of our 

condition, or a. deliberate effort to shunt 
aside the proper assessment of their 81bilities 
in office. 

Thus does the whole idea of "making it 
more difficult for the criminal to buy a gun" 
stand exposed as a failure. It is not possible 
to state in what measure this idea has been 
responsible for the vast increase in crime evi
dent during its tenure, but time and time 
again over the past 20 years the newspapers 
of this city have reported the words of ap
prehended criminals to the effect that--

1. The criminal will always surmount or 
evade efforts to make it difficult for him to 
obtain a firearm: 

2 . . A disarmed population encourages the 
criminal to step up tlie pace and brutality 
of his activities. 

We can offer no more telling :testimony 
against S. 1592 than our certain conviction 
that it will prove far more aid to the crimi
nal than to society. In place of this meas
ure, let us again address ourselves to provid
ing the only effective weapons in the war 
against the criminal: sWift apprehension, 
certain prosecution, and just punishment. 

Thank you for considering our views. 

NEW YORK CrrY PoLICE DEPARTMENT-SE
LECTED STATISTICS F'ROM ANNUAL ltEPORTS 

1945 
1964 

Police strength (yearend) 

1 Includes policewomen. 
Police depar,tment expenditures 

Men 1 

15,068 
25,432 

1945 ------------------------- $69,839,909 
1964 ------------------------- 267,301,634 

Reported population 

, .... 

1940.---------------- ---------- ---------------------------------------- - --------------
1950.---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1960_-- --------------------- --------------------------------------- -------------------

.. 

Source: Bureau of the Census statistics. 
Reported crimes 

New York 
City 

7,454, 995 
7, 891,957 
7, 78r, 984 

United 
States 

131, 954, ()()() 
151, 326, ()()() 
179,323,000 

Felony Felony and misdemeanor 
Felonies ~~;;s 1---,.-----.----1-----.----.----Year 

Murder Rape Robbery Assaults Narcotics Illicit 
weapons 

------------1------------------------------
1945.-------------- ---------------
1950.------------------------- ----
1955_ - - ---------- ------------ - ----
1960. -------- ---------------------
1961_-- ------------------------- - -
1962.------------------------ -----
1963.----------------------- - - ----
1964. -----------------------------

1 For crimes reported read arrests. 

28,555 
34,R81 
98,374 

108,491 
113,340 
122,141 
133,793 
150,690 

60,829 
71,014 

206,484 
227,588 
233,749 
253,203 
273,326 
292,795 

292 
294 
333 
394 
486 
509 
552 
638 

597 
704 

1,322 
1,390 
1,274 
1,396 
1,349 
1,572 

1,234 
2,457 
7,438 
6,629 
5,988 
6,668 
6,850 
8,018 

4,924 1712 11,035 
7,097 1,272 921 

27,075 5,048 1,397 
34,472 6,609 1, 71,3 
35,065 5,351 1, 754 
37,714 6,116 1, 795 
38,504 6,966 1,624 
41,336 10,836 1,925 

Firearms statistics 

Licenses issued (annually) Weapon seizures 

Year Pistol permit Shotgun, 
Dealer Gunsmith Pistols Rifle airgun, 

knife, 
Premises Carry etc. 

1945_ ------------------ -- -- -------- 77 39 . 2, 601 23,741 16,167 207 653 
1950_------------------------------ 118 57 1,563 21,847 . 3,247 191 1,345 
1955. ------------------------------ 32 40 987 21,827 3,553 298 1,269 
1960. ------------------- - ---------- 38 37 474 16,473 5,017 589 3,286 
1964. -------------------- - ---- . ---- 33 30 346 17,150 5,104 971 5,303 

1 Aberrationally high figure reflecting voluntary surrender of war souvenirs. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that an article en
titled "True City Tally of Crime Pushes 
Rates Up Sharply," written by Eric Pace 
and published in the New York Times 

of April 5, 1966, be printed at this point in 
the REcoRD. This article speaks for it
self. It describes the crime problems 
which presently obtain in New York 
City. 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TRUE CITY TALLY OJ' CRIME PuSHES RATES UP 

SHARPLY-BURGLARIES UP 96.4 PERCENT AND 
RoBBERIES 89.9 PERCENT AS HIDDEN DATA 
EMERGE-MURDERS STATISTICALLY UN-
CHANGED 

(By Eric Pace) 
Pollee Commissioner Howard R. Leary an

nounced yesterday that recorded complaints 
of burglary and robbery in the city had 
almost doubled after pollee commanders were 
ordered "to insure factual recording of crime 
statistics." He said, however, that there had 
been no increase in the actual amount of 
crime. 

"The public has the right to know the true 
extent and nature of criminallty in our so
ciety," the Commissioner said, as he released 
a summary of crime statistics for the 20 days 
following March 10, when the order went out. 

The figures showed what Mr. Leary called 
"a xnarked statistical increase in crime, a 
statistical wave," when compared with figures 
for the same period last year, when Michael 
J. Murphy was Commissioner. 

Burglaries were up 96.4 per cent and rob
beries 89.9 per cent. The total number of 
complaints was 24.6 per cent higher than last 
year, includil.ng 59.9 per cent more felonies 
and 25.5 per cent more misdemeanors. 

The number of grand larcenies was up 54.2 
per cent from last year. Felonious assaults 
were up 44.6 per cent; rapes, 22.1 per cent, 
and auto thefts, 21.7 per cent. 

Commenting on the increases, a police 
spokesman observed: "It would appear by 
this great upsurge in reported crime that 
there xnay have been downgrading [of crime 
statistics) in the past." 

The only crime that showed no statistical 
increase was homicide. There were SS mur
ders in the city during the 20 days and there 
were SS the year before. 

"You can't hide a body," one high police 
ofHcial remarked. 

During the 20_ days, however, the number 
of reported "offenses," such as disorderly 
conduct, fell by 40.2 per cent. Pollee 
otHcials said this seemed to indicate that 
complaints that might otherwise have been 
classified as offenses were being recorded as 
misdemeanors or crimes. 

"The true incidence of criminality in our 
city is high and has been high for' some 
time," Mr. Leary contended. 

"Careful analysis of the conditions ob
taining during the period in question has 
failed to reveal the existence of any factor 
1;hat would disproportionately inftate normal 
figures. No xnajor catastrophe or disaster 
has struck, no great increase in the actual 
incidence of crime and no major disorder 
has occurred during this period." 

Fonner Commissioner Murphy could not 
be reached immediately for comment. His 
successor, Vincent L. Broderick, declined to 
discuss the statistical upsurge, but at City 
Hall a spokesman for City Council President 
Frank D. O'Connor maintained: 

"The crime rate is so high anyway, espe
cially in Manhattan, that nobody could un
derestimate the statistics. I don't think 
Commissioners [Stephen P.] Kennedy, Mur
phy or Broderick would be a party to shaping 
statistics for partisan purposes." 

From his office down the hall, Mayor Lind
say said through his spokesman: 

"This is a police matter. I stand behind 
my Pollee Commissioner in his crime-statis
tic reporting. I don't wish to make this a 
partisan matter." 

During the mayoral campaign Mr. Lind
say said in a "white paper" on crime: "In 
the past 10 years the crime rate has risen 
one-third. Last year major crimes soared 
by 14.9 per cent to a new high ... but even 

these dramatic statistics do not tell the full 
story." 

He did not question the validity of the sta
tistics at the time. 

Mr. Leary's figures, however, showed a total 
of 33,504 complaints from March 1 to 30 of 
this year compared with 26,892 the year be
fore. During the period burglaries were up 
from 2,500 in 1965 to 4,911 this year; rob
beries, from 483 to 917. 

By the same token, the number of reported 
felonies was up from 8,554 in 1965 to 13,679. 
Grand larcenies were up from 2,578 to 3, 794; 
felonious assaults, up from 791 to 1,143; 
rapes, up from 104 to 127; and grand lar
cenies involving cars, up from 1,506 to 1,833. 

Total misdemeanors rose from 10,900 in 
1965 to 13,677 this year, while the number of 
offenses fell from 2,109 last year to 1,261. 

Chief Inspector Sanford D. Garelik, who 
put out the order calling for better statistics, 
declared at the time that "self-serving" om
cials had tended to report crime in their ju
risdictions as being less serious than it really 
was. 

High police officers said yesterday that 
burglaries had sometimes been "canned" 
(not recorded in police statistics) or had 
been recorded as petty larceny or lost prop
erty. Similarly, they said, robbery complaints 
had sometimes been downgraded to petty lar
ceny or to disorderly conduct. . 

Deputy Inspector Joseph H. McCabe, com
mander of the Statistical and Records Bu
reau, said the department's procedures for 
processing complaints had been changed 
midway through the 20-day test period. 

In the first half, precinct or detective squad 
commanders had classifted complaint reports 
within 72 hours of the time the complaint 
was made, enabling detectives to do pre
liminary investigating before the complaint 
was initially classified. 

By direction of Mr. Leary, however, this 
procedure was altered as of March 21. There
after complaint forms were required to be 
classified initially by the morning after they 
were made, thus reducing the time available 
for detectives to investigate the complaint 
before classification. 

With the new, shorter deadline, classifying 
is now done by desk ofHcers rather than com
manders. It is liable to revision after in
vestigation. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I should 
like to yield first to the senior Senator 
from Iowa who has been patiently wait
ing since the principal part of the re
marks of the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I thank the Senator and join with 
the others who have commended the 
Senator from Nebraska for a thoughtful 
and exploratory discussion of this sub
ject which can be very complicated de
pending upon the emotions invol:ved and 
the intent of the people supporting or 
opposing the legislation. 

I think the Senator from Nebraska 
has presented a most objective discus
sion. I read his printed statement last 
night, and I have read the bill which 
the Senator proposes to introduce. 

I think he is coming close to a sound, 
sensible approach to this problem, if 
there is a real problem. I am not so sure 
yet that there is a real problem which 
legislation can reach or correct. It may 
be of some help, but it is along that line 
that I should like to interrogate the Sen
ator, if I may. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I should be most hap
PY to respond if I can. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I am not opposed to legislation, per se, 
in this field, providing it is not legislation 
which unduly destroys the basic rights 
of the American citizen and his consti
tutional privileges and the things that 
go along with it and the right of sports
men and matters of that kind. 

Does the Senator have any statistics
or were any statistics developed in the 
hearings-indicating how many of the 
crimes of violence were committed by 
persons using pistols which were regis
tered in the name of the offender? 

Mr. HRUSKA. There are no such 
statistics that I know of either in the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation or else
where, for nationwide purposes. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is my im
pression, from talking with many per
sons about this subject who are in a 
position to know-that is, law-enforce
ment officials and others-that the cal
culating criminal almost never uses a 
gun that is registered or traceable to him. 
He uses a gun that is not registered to 
him or is not traceable to him. There
fore, how could such legislation as the 
original S. 1592 be of any benefits in 
preventing that kind of crime? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Of course, it could not. 
There are many other ·avenues by which 
guns may be procured by those who wish 
to use them unlawfully. 

One of the things a criminal does In 
committing a crime is to attempt ·to steal 
a gun. Perhaps we ought to pass a law 
making it unlawful for him to steal a 
gun. I think it would be unnecessary. 
Every State of the United States has a 
law like that. New York goes further 
than that. · 

Mr. mCKENLoOPER. Perhaps we 
ought to pass a law making it unlawful 
f.or anyone who owns a gun to permit it 
to be stolen from him. 

Mr. HRUSKA. It might be well to 
consider that. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Of course, I 
am not qualified to say that all these 
crimes are committed with stolen guns 
or guns purloined from someone or sur
reptitiously obtained. However, I be
lieve there is no question that the sta
tistics, if they were available, would show 
that almost all these crimes were com
mitted with stolen guns or guns that 
cannot be traced to the actual committer 
of the depredation. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator makes a 
very good point. 

(At this point Mr. NELSON assumed the 
chair as the Presiding Officer.) 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Therefore, I 
wonder how such legislation would cor
rect any part of that situation. 

One must considel' the purposes behind 
the proposed legislation, as expressed in 
the original bill. In my judgment, the 
license fees in the original bill would have 
put practically every little dealer in the 
country out of business. It would have 
been too costly for him to stay in busi
ness. This would be especially true in 
the farming areas, in the small towns, 
and in the small communities, where a 
general storekeeper may have two or 
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three guns, a .22 rifle or two, and perhaps 
a single-barreled shotgun and a repeat
ing shotgun. That may be ·his complete 
gun stock. He also may have a few boxes 
of ammunition. The original bill would 
have required him to pay a license fee-l 
know that has been corrected some
what--greater than the profit he could 
have made on the guns he sold in 5 years. 

Mr. HRUSKA. A hundred dollars was 
the original provision. 

The more inherently evil part of the 
original bill was that it applied to am
munition and gun parts. That provision 
has been stricken. It does not now apply 
to ammunition. The license fee has been 
reduced to $25 for the first year and $10 
for succeeding years. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Is the Senator 
speaking of S. 1592? 

Mr. HRUSKA. S. 1592, the original 
bill. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like 
to ask the Senator about another phase 
of this situation-the authority of the 
Treasury Department or the authority of 
the administering agency, wherever it 
may be, or of the police chief in a par
ticular area. What is the situation now 
as to S. 1592 with respect to that au
thority? Is that authority arbitrary? 
I am not speaking of the Senator's bill. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Secretary of the 
Treasury would have power and author
ity over the issuance, the rejection, or th.e 
revocation of licenses; and that power 
would be founded, in my judgment, on 
such broad and vague grounds as to con
stitute arbitrary and almost totally dis
cretionary power. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Whimsic.al or 
discretionary power. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes. In my judgment, 
that is true. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Is it not true 
that the Sullivan law in New York lodges 
complete discretionary power in the 
hands of either the police department or 
other authorizing agency, and that the 
law-abiding individual, even though 
there is nothing wrong with him, has no 
inherent right to own a gun? 

Mr. HRUSKA. And he has no appeal 
from the ruling of that agency or that 
official. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Therefore, it 
would be up to the whim and caprice of 
the chief of police or someone else as to 
whether or not the Senator from Ne
braska or the Senator from Iowa, if we 
moved into New York, would have a right 
to buy and own a handgun. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. There are a 

number of cases where nothing was in 
the record indicating anything deroga
tory against the applicant to purchase a 
gun, and the authorities just said, "We 
will not give you the permit." They just 
denied it arbitrarily, without pointing to 
any shortcoming on the part of the indi
vidual, with no criminal record, with no 
question of age-that is, that he was a 
juvenile-or anything of that kind. 
There was just an arbitrary refusal. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Such instances have 
been known to occur. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe that 
that is a significant facet of the situa-

tion. I believe that the original bill, as 
it was introduced, contained provisions 
along that line, which gave arbitrary au
thority-that is, authority which, in my 
judgment, amounted to arbitrary author
ity-to the Treasury Department. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Too much of which 
still remains in the modified version of 
s. 1592. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe that 
that bill is still replete with such author
ity. It is a bill that assaults the 20 mn.:. 
lion law-abiding, honorable citizens of 
this country, the 20 million who really 
have and use guns, if we take into ac
count the farmers and the people who 
hunt on their own land and do not have 
to buy hunting licenses; and about 15 
million people in this country have hunt
ing licenses. 

To me it looks like a direct assault 
upon their integrity and their privilege 
of using something which has been tra
ditional in the winning of the United 
States and the carrying on of one of the 
greatest outdoor recreational ·activities 
that there is. 

Mr. HRUSKA. An activity in which 
the Senator from Iowa excels and in 
which he takes great delight. 

I wish to pay, in his presence, the trib
ute which is due him for the concept of 
the bill which I have described and 
which I intend, in due time, to introduce 
for the attention of the Committee on 
the Judiciary and the Senate, because it 
was the original Hickenlooper bill, S. 
1965, which became the vehicle for the 
version which I shall later introduce. 

Mr. mCKENLOOPER. I thank the 
Senator from Nebraska. i am not par
ticularly desirous of taking either credit 
or blame for the bill. It is a question 
of providing legislation in. this field 
which does not do injustice to the over
whelming number of people who would 
be affected in. an attempt to reach a few. 
I think the effect of the original bill 
would be something like trying to cure 
a cold by cutting one's head o:ff. 

I thank the Senator from Nebraska 
for yielding. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa for his contribution to the 
discussion. 

I now yield to the distinguished Sen
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Mr. President. will the Senator from 
Nebraska yield for a rather brief com
mentary on the general statement which 
was propounded by him? · 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 

Before proceeding, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may yield to the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. DODD] without 
losing my right to the fioor, so that 
he may propound a unanimous-consent 
request. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I did 
not understand that I was yielding the 
fioor. I agreed to yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts, and I shall do so 
most happily. If the Senator from Con
nectieut wishes to have me yield to him, 
I shall do so, but I should like to retain 
the fioor, because several Senators on 
this side of the aisle desire to participate 
in the discussion. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. If 
I may be granted my request, the Sen
ator from Connecticut wishes to pro
pound a unanimous-consen.t request. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Connecticut for that 
purpose. 

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at the conclusion of the con
sideration of the Defense appropriation 
bill, I be permitted to speak for 45 min
utes on the gun bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD. While thanking the Sen
ator from Nebraska for his courtesy in 
yielding to me, I wish also to congratu
late him on his birthday, but to say that 
I am sorry he is speaking in this man
ner on this very good piece of proposed 
legislation. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from 
Connecticut is most gracious. He is this 
morning in his usual good form. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Mr. President, the thrust of the remarks 
of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] is that since gun control regu
lation cannot prevent the wrong per
sons from obtaining firearms, we should 
do as little as possible to inconvenience 
the average gun buyer. The Senator 
also argues that there is no need for 
gun regulation; that only a relatively 
small number of crimes are committed 
with firearms. Based on this view of 
the facts and this kind of reasoning, it 
is no wonder that the substitute the Sen
ator offers is as weak as it is. But I 
totally disagree with this view of the 
facts and with this reasoning. 

Of course, it is true that gun regula
tion will not absolutely prevent crime. 
There are no easy answers. But this 
view misses the point. Everyone rec
ognizes that if someone wants a gun 
badly enough, he may be able to obtain 
it regardless of the existence of laws 
regulating the sale of guns. But it seems 
obvious to me that we have a responsi
bility to do everything we can to mini
mize the senseless bloodshed and crime 
effectuated through these instruments 
of destruction. 

We know that there is a definite cor
relation between strict firearms control 
and a lower incidence of firearms crimes 
where such controls are in effect, both 
in the United States and abroad. 

In 1964, there were 9,000 murders in 
the United States, 55 percent of them 
caused by guns. Compare this rate with 
the rate in Japan, where there were 
almost 1,500 murders in 1962, only 37 by 
guns; or the United Kingdom where 
there were 309 murders, only 29 by guns; 
or Sweden where there were 86 murders, 
only 5 by guns. The same sort of cor
relation can be found among different 
areas in the United States. Where guns 
are more easily purchased, they play a 
larger part in murder. In the Northeast 
where there are some gun restrictions, 30 
percent of the murders committed were 
by guns; in the South where controls are 
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at a minimum, 64 percent of the murders 
were committed with guns. 

As J. Edgar Hoover has said: 
Easy accessibility of firearms is a signifi

cant factor in the murders committed in 
the United States today. 

From these statistics it seems reason
able to assume that gun restrictions can 
reduce the number of guns in the hands 
of actual or potential criminals, the 
mentally ill, -the juvenile and the irre
sponsible; and that therefore such regu
lation will mean fewer suicides, fewer 
impulsive murders and fewer senseless 
accidents. 

As James V. Bennett, former Director 
of the Federal Bureau of Prisons, told 
our subcommittee: 

Many serious crimes could be avoided if it 
were made much more difficult for guns to 
come into the possession of the unstable, the 
embittered, and the hostile. 

But I would have thought that this 
fact would be obvious. It is apparently 
obvious in every other civilized country 
in the world, for I know of no such coun
try where it is as easy for dangerous and 
misguided members of the society to ob
tain firearms as it is here in the United 
States. 

Why should we tolerate a system of 
laws which makes it ridiculously easy for 
any criminal, any madman, any drug 
addict, and, indeed, any child, to obtain 
firearms which can be used- to rain 
violence and death on innocent people? 

We require the registration of autos 
and the licensing of dogs; we have con
trols on tobacco, alcohol, narcotics, dan
gerous food, and drugs. Why not guns? 
Are guns not dangerous? As J. Edgar 
Hoover has said: 

A firearm is seven times more deadly than 
all other weapons combined. 

Is it because, as the Senator from 
Nebraska arr~ues, only a small number of 
gun users misuse their guns? I s1,1ppose 
that depends on what one considers 
sufficient gun misuse to warrant concern. 
Should we be concerned that more 
Americans--750,000-have beeri killed by 
firearms in this century than were killed 
in all the wars in our history? Should 
we be concerned that the rate of gun 
fatalities in our society is as much as 
5 to 10 times higher than those in other 
countries? Should we be concerned 
that 17,000 Americans die each year from 
firearms, that 50 lives are lost each day, 
that crimes of violence are committed 
with a gun every 2 minutes? Should' we 
be concerned over the 10,000 suicides 
each year? I know that the families of 
the over 200 law-enforcement officers 
murdered with firearms in the past 4 
years are concerned about the use of 
guns in this society, and the families of 
the 600 children under 14 who die every 
year in firearms accidents are concerned. 

All of us should be concerned, and all 
of us should be anxious to do something 
about the rising violence in our land and 
the plague of guns which amict us. 

I am not claiming that effective gun 
regulation will eliminate senseless · 
slaughter. But we must make a begin
ning. If we have any respect for human 
life, we cannot continue to do not;hing. 
The bill introduced by the Senator from 

Connecti({ut [Mr. Donn] is not a panacea. 
We cannot hope to achieve truly effective 
gun regulation without responsible legis
lative action at the State level. This is 
so because the Dodd bill does not attempt 
to regulate the traffic of firearms within 
a State. What it does is to establish a 
framework within which State regula
tion can be effective. This kind of Fed
eral action is a necessary first step, be
cause unless the Federal Government 
regulates gun traffic between the States, 
even strong State laws will be easily cir
cumvented by interstate· gun traffic. In 
19·63 alone, for example, more than a 
million weapons were sold by mail order. 
In Massachusetts, which has strong gun 
laws, the traffic in guns cannot be halted 
because guns are easily purchased out of 
State. As a matter of fact, Commissioner 
Caples, of the Massachusetts Depart
ment of Public Safety, testified before 
our subcommittee that 87 percent of the 
concealable firearms used in Massachu
setts crimes came from out-of-State pur
chases. 

Massachusetts cannot control the in
terstate traffic in guns. But the Federal 
Government can, and the Federal Gov
ernment must, because such regulation 
is a precondition to effective State regu
lation, without which the grim statis
tics of death and destruction can only 
continue to mount. 

The subcommittee bill would place an 
outright ban on the interstate mail-order 
sale of handguns. Testimony before the 
subcommittee was overwhelming that 
this mail-order business served com
pletely to circumvent ·State laws and to 
make it ridiculously easy .for juveniles, 
minors, and adult criminals to obtain 
anonymously firearms for less than it 
costs to buy a pair of shoes. The testi
mony indicated that 25 percent of those 
receiving mail-order firearms had crim
inal records. 

The subcommittee bill attempts to 
meet this problem by banning mail-order 
traffic in handguns, by restricting· the 
over-the-counter purchase of handguns 
by nonresidents, by regulating mail order 
traffic in shotguns and rifles by affi
davits, by establishing minimum ages of 
18 for the purchase of rifles and 21 for 
the purchase of pistols, and by seeking to 
curb the flow of nonsporting and mili
tary surplus firearms which have been 
poured into this country from abroad 
in recent years and have been dumped on 
the market at low prices. attractive .to 
juveniles. The subcommittee bill is a 
serious attempt to deal with the prob
lems revealed by the testimony taken at 
the many hearings our subcommittee has 
held on this question. 

Senator HRUSKA's proposal is not an 
adequate substitute for S. 1592. 

S. 1592 is broader in scope; it would be 
much more effective as a deterrent; its 
need has been documented in the exten
sive hearings held on this legislation. 

There is simply no justification for 
legislation weaker in impact or narrower 
in scope than s. 1592. In my judgment, 
the need for effective Federal regulation 
as a precondition to legislating effective 
State controls over firearms is so well 
documented that I would prefer an out
right ban on mail-order sales of both 

handguns and long guns. In order to 
report this bill from the subcommittee, 
however, it was necessary to amend the 
long gun provision to permit interstate 
sales of long guns through the affidavit 
procedure. But the overwhelming ma
jority of the subcommittee, and I be
lieve of the full committee, support .the 
complete ban on interstate mail-order 
sale of nandguns. There is simply no 
good reason for relaxing this ban. 

The Senator from Nebraska arrives at 
the conclusions he does because, I say 
most respectfully, he starts, in my judg
ment, from the wrong 'premises. 

His statement indicates that his pri
mary concern is with the personal con
venience of the gun buyer. I do not be
lieve effective gun-control legislation can 
be based on such a preoccupation. I do 
not believe we can hav.e effective Federal 
gun-control legislation if S. 1592 is fur
ther watered down to avoid . even the 
minor inconveniences ine;vitably flowing 
from any kind of regulation. 

I start with a different premise and a 
different concern. I believe that the 
Federal Government has a responsibility 
to try to do something about the "plague 
of guns" affecting our .country. I believe 
the most important questions we can ask 
about the proposed legislation are: Is it 
a strong enough beginning? Will it have 
some impact in reducing the ease with 
which the sick, the young and the crimi
nal can l~y their hands on deadly weap
ons? Does it provide a framework 
within which States can 'pass effective 
gun control legislation of their own? 
Does it demonstrate that we are really 
serious about gun control and that Con
gress really cares? 

Senator HRUSKA's proposal does not 
meet these tests. His proposal leaves 
out the regulation of rifles altogether and 
permits anyone, no matter how young, to 
buy a rifle by mail order or a pistol over 
the counter. He seeks to do nothing to 
stop the torrent of cheap imports flood
ing our country with unsafe and military 
surplus weapons. He would permit the 
sale of handguns to nonresidents pro
vided they filled out affidavits. He makes 
no 'provision for the regulation of de
structive devices; with the intolerable 
result that it would still be possible to 
purchase bazookas and · mortars by mail 
order. He would regulate interstate mail 
order handgun sales by affidavit. In 
none of these cases is any reason given 
for the watering down or the elimination 
of controls except the general complaint 
that the subcommittee bill imposes un
necessary inconveniences on the gun 
buyer, or some jurisdictional quibble. 

Mr. President, ln my judgment, this 
argument just will not wash. 

A handgun is not a weapon of sport. 
An affidavit procedure is simply not so ef
fective as an outright ban. Employing 
the affidavit procedure will not insure 
that handguns will not be sold to those 
who have no right to them. Affidavits 
may be ignored by local law-enforcement 
officers or the information on them un
checked for accuracy. But the serious
ness of mail-order traffic in handguns is 
so clear that I fail to see what possible 
justification there can be for lifting the 
ban found in the subcommittee bill. 
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Simila:dy, the bill of the Senator from 

Nebraska leaves mail-order rifle and 
shotgun sales totally unregulated. He 
argues that 70 percent of gun murders 
are committed with handguns and there
fore handguns are the only weapon with 
which we must be concerned. But what 
of the other 30 percent, the murders 
committed with rifles and shotguns? 
What of the families of the 1,700 victims 
of long-gun murders committed last 
year? Is the regulation of long guns of 
no significance to them? 

There has been substantial misuse of 
rifles and shotguns. Indeed, the per
centage of rifle and shotgun murders in 
rural areas exceeds 50 percent. · Mail
order :firearms sales of rifles and shotguns 
to persons with criminal records were 
about 10 to 15 percent of all mail-order 
sales to criminals in the several major 
cities surveyed by the subcommittee. 

The subcommittee has heard testimony 
from law enforcement officers from New 
Jersey, Massachusetts, New York, 
Georgia, Pennsylvania, and Missouri on 
the need for regulating long guns. 

Furthermore, as Police Commissioner 
Leary, then of Philadelphia, observed be
fore our subcommittee, if we stringently 
regulate only handguns, criminals will 
undoubtedly turn more and more to the 
long gun as a weapon of crime. 

Seventeen hundred long-gun murders 
a year. Is that enough to justify con
cern? Is that enough to justify some at
tempt at regulation? 

The proposal of the Senator from Ne
braska contains no provisions on im
ports. His reasons: there is nothing in
herently evil about imports; if they are 
dangerous or unsafe then regulate them 
on the same terms as domestic weapons. 
Also they involve questions of tariff pol
icy and should not be handled in a bill 
dealing with :firearms. The problem with 
this argument is that the Senator from 
Nebraska refuses to think of these 
weapons of death as any different from 
any other commercial product. But they 
are different. 

They are different from Swiss watches 
or Japanese textiles. We are legislating 
to protect the general welfare of the 
American people, not to regulate trade 
or protect American business interests. 
Our inquiry here should be the same as 
it is elsewhere in this legislation: What 
steps can we take to reduce this senseless 
traffic in weapons of destruction? Be
tween 1959 and 1963, between 5 and 7 
million foreign weapons, old and new, 
poured into this country from abroad. 
It has been estimated that the United 
States is the dumping ground for 75 to 90 
percent of the world's war surplus 
weapons. Other countries like Ger
many and England simply do not permit 
the importation of surplus military fire
arms, just as they bar the sale of domes
tic military firearms within their 
country. 

Under the subcommittee bill, military 
surplus handguns are banned and mili
tary surplus rifles are permitted only if 
they meet recognized safety standards 
and are suitable for lawful sporting pur
poses. The purpose of this provision is 
to stop the flood of cheap, imported 
handguns and unsafe, military surplus 
rifles. According to GSA regulations, 

our own domestic military ·surplus fire
arms cannot be sold here except as scrap. 
Since we do not permit our own domestic 
military surplus to be sold here, I see 
nothing at all unusual about regulating 
or prohibiting all foreign military sur
plus firearms. Indeed, the Justice De
partment considers such ~estrictions 
necessary and desirable. 

The simple fact is, we must stop being 
the dumping ground for weapons of 
death from abroad. There should be no 
question about parity of treatment. 
The flow of cheap and unsafe guns from 
abroad increases the danger of gun vio
lence to the American people, and it is 
altogether appropriate to legislate to 
slow that flow. ·That is what this legis
lation is aimed at doing. · 

The Senator from Nebraska talks 
about the terrible burdens, inconven
iences, and costs involved in the appli
cation of the regulations of the subcom
mittee bill. But he never says what 
these burdens are, or why they would be 
intolerable. 

Why would it be so burdensome to 
have to order guns by mail within your 
State, or to actually visit a weapons 
shop or department store to purchase 
firearms? Or to be restricted in buying 
a ·pistol to buying it in the State of your 
residence? Or to being 21 to buy a 
pistol, or 18 to buy a rifle? Why should 
anyone under 21 be permitted to buy a 
pistol from a federally licensed dealer 
over the counter? Why should anyone 
under 18 be permitted to buy a rifle by 
mail order or over the counter? Whose 
convenience are we protecting when we 
relax these restrictions? What is so 
burdensome about requiring the buyer 
of a rifle by mail order from out of State 
to fill out a simple affidavit? After all, 
the Senator from Nebraska himself im
poses that burden for handguns. Is it 
really so great a burden to put upon a 
rifle buyer? If imposing this slight in
convenience would result in even only a 
few less than the present 1,700 rifle 
murders a year, would it not be worth it? 
Do we not owe it to the people of this 
country to try and make a decent start 
in reducing the dangers of gun violence? 

Do not the people of this country, the 
great majority of them, favor the impo
sition of these slight burdens and incon
veniences to help deal with this problem. 
I think tpey do. 

The Senator from Nebraska asks how 
we can compare a few thousand murders 
to the personal convenience of 20 mil
lion lawful users of guns. I do not com
pare them. When we consider the num
ber of human lives that are involved, the 
minor regulations that this bill imposes 
are not significant enough to justify any 
comparison whatsoever. 

Mr. President, this legislation will not 
in any substantial way burden any per
son who has a legitimate purpose in ob
taining a firearm. The subcommittee 
bill can mark an effective beginning. It 
deserves the support of Congress and the 
people of the United States. It already 
has the support of the President, the 
Attorney General, the American Bar As
sociation, the National Association of 
Pollee Chiefs, and virtually all of the 
leading magazines and newspapers of 
this country. I am glad this matter has 

been so fully aired this morning, for it 
means that there can be no reason for 
further delay in the full Judiciary Com
mittee. We have delayed long enough. 
This question deserves to be brought to 
a vote, to be favorably reported by the 
full committee, where I believe it is over
whelmingly supported, and brought to 
the floor of the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. President, I express my appre
ciation to the Senator from Nebraska. I 
understand that he had time today until 
1 o'clock. He was extremely kind and 
generous to let me respond in opposition 
to his proposal on his time. I did feel 
that, having had the opportunity just 
this morning and last evening to review 
his presentation, this matter is of such 
importance it warranted those of us
including the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DoDD], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGS], and others-who serve 
on the Committee on the Judiciary with 
the Senator from Nebraska, to have in 
the RECORD at this point a preliminary 
response to some of the points which have 
been raised by the Senator from Ne
braska this morning. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I have enjoyed the 
presentation just made by the Senator 
from Massachusetts. I think I would 
have enjoyed it and would have been able 
to follow it much better if I had had a 
copy in my hand, inasmuch as my name 
was mentioned, not in vain, but quite 
repeatedly. 

There are, however, one or two signif
icant things on which I should like to 
comment at this time. One is the allega
tion that S. 1592 is not a perfect bill, but 
is a beginning. 

Mr. President, that is what some of us 
are afraid of, that it is a beginning. 
Consider its original form, and the fact 
that from that time on there has been a 
recession from that point, but this is just 
the beginning. 

What is it going to lead to? Is it 
going to lead to another Sullivan law, 
with all the dire happenings that have 
occured in the State of New York? We 
shall await with great interest what will 
follow the beginning-should S. 1592 be 
enacted into law. 

There is another point which I should 
like to make. Then I shall yield to the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND], and then to the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. CANNON]. 

Imports comprise a substantial num
ber of guns coming to this country. In 
1964 almost 600,000 rifles and handguns 
were imported into this country. Does 
it mean that they are bad if they come 
from some other country? If there is 
something unsafe about them, let us say 
so, and let us say the same thing about 
guns manufactured in Massachusetts or 
Connecticut or Illinois, but let us not say 
that imports are the trouble because of 
the Amei'ican desire to take care of all 
our problems by passing a few laws. We 
already have a law on this subject. It 
is section 414 of the Mutual Security Act, 
under which law the . Secretary of State 
has been delegated control over imports 
from foreign countries. Why has not 
that authority been exercised, if these 
imports have been an evil? The other 
points stated by the Senator from 
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Massachusetts will be treated later, but I 
commend him for his interest in this 
subject. 

I now yield to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
want to take this opportunity to asso
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. HRUSKA], and to congratulate him 
upon the position he has taken on the 
subject of firearms control legisla.tion. 
In addition, I would like to add some 
thoughts of my own if the distinguished 
Senator would be kind enough to yield 
me time for that purpose. 

Mr. President, the recent tragic occur
rence on the campus of the University 
of Texas in Austin has resulted in an all
out drive for legislation·which is at best 
only tangentially related to that crime. 
Almost before that tragedy had ended, 
the call went out from the usual quar
ters demanding that Congress enact a 
restrictive and burdensome Federal fire
arms measure which would apply alike 
to the criminal and the law abiding, to 
the mature and the immature, to the 
sane and the insane. While it is true 
that firearms were the instruments of 
death used on the campus of the Univer
sity of Texas that day, the particular 
bill which Congress has been besieged 
to enact, S. 1592, although greatly re
strictive, would not have prevented that 
tragedy from occurring even had it al
ready been on the books. 

Many highly placed, responsible public 
officials have made the same observa-tion. 
The Honorable John Connally, Governor 
of the State of Texas, who has himself 
been the vi~tim of a sniper's bullet, has 
expressed his doubt as to the effective
ness of a law that could be circumvented 
by a criminal intent upon his crime. 
President Johnson, while calling for the 
enactment of the strict legislation, ad
mitted that the bill would not prevent 
the recurrence of such tragedies. 

Why, then, the sudden insistent urg
ings for the adoption of S. 1592? The 
only conclusion which can be drawn is 
that this tragic event provides a focal 
point which can be taken advantage of 
in securing firearms control legislation. 
Nevertheless, a calm and dispassionate 
evaluation convinces that people, and not 
guns, are the problem. A gun can be used 
for good or for ill, depending upon the 
disposition of the individual involved. 
This point is driven home in an editorial 
whch appeared in the Greenville News of 
Greenville, S.C., on August 4, 1966. I ask 
unanimous consent that this editorial 
entitled "It Is People Who Kill Not 
Guns," be printed in the CoNGRES;IONAL 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. THpRMOND. Mr. President, fur

ther evidence as to the usefulness of fire
arms is hardly reQuired. I am sure that 
every Member of this body will ad.mit 
that there are occasions when firearms, 
of any nature, can be used for the 
preservation of life or liberty, as con
trasted with the destruction of life. This 
point is made very well in an editorial 
that appeared in the State, of Columbia, 

S.C., on June 16, 1966. This . particular 
editorial, entitled "Self-Defense, 1966," 
deals with the brutal slaughter of the 
eight student nurses in Chicago and 
makes the cogent observation that ·"one 
gun, and one girl with the capacity and 
courage to handle it could have provided 
protection." I ask unanimous consent 
that this editorial also appear in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 

there are, of course, many State and local 
restrictions upon the sale, purchase, and 
possession of .firearms. Logic and ex
perience have proved the necessity for 
preventing firearms from falling into the 
hands of those who are most prone to 
commit criminal acts or negligent acts 
which result in injury or even death. I 
have in the past supported and will con
tinue to support reasonable congres
sional action in this field. My views on 
this issue have been a matter of public 
record long before the :t>resent push for 
unreasonable congressional control of 
firearms was given its impetus by the 
events in Austin. In my Report to the 
People of June 14, 1965, entitled "The 
Right To Bear Arms," I made the fol
lowing observation: 

In recent years, particularly, State laws on 
sales of firearms have been increasingly cir
cumvented by mail order sales of weapons. 
Dealers in "Yleapons located outside State 
boundaries often do not, comply with State 
laws restricting sales. Guns have been sold 
through the man to children, persons of un
sound mind, and people with long criminal 
reco~ds. Some irresponsible mail order mer
chants sell with impunity to anyone who has 
the price, since they do not have to obtain a 
license in the State where the purchaser 
lives, and are beyond the reach of criminal 
laws of the State to which the gun is shipped. 

Although Congress has no authority to pre
vent people from buying and owning :fire
arms, it does have the power to regulate in
terstate commerce, and can remedy the sit
uation without overstepping its constitu
tional authority. 

Congress can make it unlawful to ship fire
arms in interstate commerce unless the sale 
is consistent with the law of the State to 
which the weapon is shipped. This can be 
accomplished by requiring the seller to ob
tain from the would-be purchaser a sworn 
statement that the buyer is not prevented 
by the law of his home State from purchas
ing the weapon. This should be coupled 
with a requirement that the seller, prior to 
shipping the weapon, send a copy of the 
sworn statement by registered mail to the 
chief law enforcement officer of the area in 
which the would-be purchaser lives. Failure 
of the seller to comply would be a Federal 
criminal offense. These are essentially the 
provisions of S. 14, a b111 I joined in spon
soring earlier this year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sen~ that this newsletter in its entirety 
be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is.so ordered. 

<See exhibit 3.) 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 

there are many considerations which 
weigh heavily against the adoption of 
S. 1592. The most important of these, 
of course, is the second amendment to 

the Constitution, the pertinent portion 
of which provides that "the right of the 
people to keep and bear arms, shall not 
be infringed." By no means last on the 
long list of considerations weighing 
against congressional approval of S. 1592 
is the necessity for marksmanship train
ing of our youth who are subject to serv
iCe in our Armed Forces. 

Many people argue that the advent of 
nuclear devices has replaced any mili
tary necessity for rifie training or the 
use of small arms in modem warfare. 
Our commitment in Vietnam testifies 
daily as to the short-sightedness of such 
ideas. Marksmanship training is an es
sential element of our national defense. 
The abUity to shoot a ri:fie well and with 
confidence cannot be acquired in a few 
hours of even the most intensive train
ing. There is ample evidence provided 
by both recent and past history of the 
futility of committing to battle infantry 
troops who are not well trained and con
fident in their ability to use their basic 
weapon. Marksmanship training re
quires gradual learning under competent 
instruction and once acquired must be 
practiced if it is to be maintained. The 
development of new weapons has in
creased rather than diminished the need 
for the individual soldier to rely upon the 
weapon with which he is armed per- · 
sonally. 

Since our military organization is 
based upon the concept of a professional 
establishment no larger than necessary 
to meet normal, peacetime requirements, 
it must be reinforced in time of emer
gency by a citizen army. Four times 
within the memory of many of us now 
living, the United States has sent such 
citizen armies into war. To be ready for 
combat the Armed Forces must be ready 
for a general mobilization which involves 
the rapid induction of millions of citi
zens. Training these civilians in all sub
jects that a modem soldier must master 
is a herculean task, So long as our 
young men are expected to do a soldier's 
job with a soldier's skill when necessity 
calls, there is an imperative need for 
civilian marksmanship training. 

Since 1903, this program, so vital to 
the National Defense Establishment, has 
been the primary mission of the National 
Board for the Promotion of Rifie Prac
tice. The program is administered by 
the Director of Civilian Marksmanship 
of the Department of the Army. It is a 
volunteer program sparked by a spirit 
of patriotism and a firm belief that the 
individual skills which have made Amer
ica free and strong remain vitally im
portant to our defense and security. 

Some critics of this vital program 
maintain that there is no need to pro
·vide marksmanship training facilities for 
other participants in the program who 
are ineligible for actual military service 
because of age or other factors. The 
purpose of training these individuals is 
not to provide for a citizen army to 
forestall the invasion of our shores by 
foreign forces, but to have available for 
the use of our Armed Forces a group of 
highly trained civilian marksmanship 
instructors to supplement the number 
of military instructors in the event of 
the national mobilization of our Armed 
Forces as did happen in World War II.~ 
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In keeping with its continuing efforts 

to modernize the Military Establishment, 
the Department of the Army, in May of 
1965, engaged the services of Arthur D. 
Little, Inc., a private industrial and man
agement research firm in Cambridge, 
Mass., to completely review the civilian 
marksmanship program as to its effec
tiveness in training procedures and re
sults. The firm was requested to make 
recommendations as to the necessity for 
such a program and its possible imple
mentation. I think a brief summary of 
the findings of the Little company report 
are of interest. 

The results of our study indicate that the 
Civilian Marksmanship Program ... con
tributes significantly to the development of 
rifle marksmanship proficiency and confi
dence in the ability to use a rifle effectively 
in oombat on the point of those who par
ticipate in the program or benefit indirectly 
from it. 

We believe that those aspects of the DCM 
Program which relate to the broader interest 
and participation in rifle shooting among the 
youth of our country (primarily club activ
ities) should be emphasized more and pur
sued even more effectively to reach a greater 
percentage of those young men likely to en
ter military service. 

Mr. President, the results of this study 
indicate clearly that a continuation and 
implementation of this program is neces
sary for the defense of our oountry. The 
facts revealed by the study must be kept 
in mind by the Members of this body 
during the consideration of any Federal 
firearms legisl·ation. Not only does the 
study lis·t the importance of the continu
ation of the National Board for the Pro
motion of Rifle Practice program for ci
vilian marksmanship, but also stresses 
the need for continued marksmanship 
training of individuals subject to service 
in our Armed Forces including those 
people who are not members of DCM 
Clubs. 

I am not advocating the free and un
fettered accessibility of firearms. I wish 
only to urge that the importance of :this 
program to the Nation be kept in mind 
in the consideration of any firearms leg
islation. No such legislation should be 
enacted which would curtail severely the 
program itself or tend to discourage fu
ture participation. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Greenville News, Aug. 4, 1966] 

IT Is PEOPLE WHo KILL, NoT GuNs 
The horrible mass slayings of recent weeks, 

particularly the University of Texas massacre, 
has raised again the cry for federal anti-gun 
legislation. President Johnson is leading the 
pack, followed, of course, by Senator DODD, 
chief sponsor of highly-restrictive gun laws. 

The chief argument of the anti-gunners 
is that federal restrictions on sales of guns 
will keep dangerous weapons from the un
lawful and unhealthy people who use them 
against ordinary citizens. At first blush this 
sounds reasonable. 

It is far from reasonable, however. 
In the first place this easy argument ig

nores the fact that it was the urge to kill, 
rather than the urge to shoot which set off 
the mass murders of recent days. In the 
Texas case it was discovered the killer had 
a brain tumor, and a psychiatrist said the 
young man told him months ago of his urge 
to mount the university tower and shoot 
people. 

This was an obvious case of mental de
rangement in which the affected person had 

an urge to kill peOple. In fact he apparently 
used a knife to do in one of his victims. 

Had he not had a rifle, his deranged mind 
undoubtedly would have turned to other 
channels of destruction, perhaps even more 
horrible. He could have used homemade 
bombs, for instance. They are easy to pro
duce and 'bouse on great numbers of people. 

The anti-gun theory, therefore, would 
make it logical to outlaw sale of items which 
go into homemade bombs and of kitchen 
knives. These things are as deadly as guns 
in the hands of unstable or criminally
inclined people. 

There is another objection to the employ
ment of anti-gun legislation. It simply does 
not work. It serves rather to disarm decent 
people, who sometimes need guns for self
protection, while failing to keep them from 
the criminal element. 

New York State is a prime example of the 
failure of anti-gun laws. There the infa
mous Sullivan Act makes it illegal even to 
own a gun. Law-abiding people are dis
armed. The unlawful continue to carry 
weapons which they use to terrorize the dis
armed decent citizenry. 

Just recently three young hoodlums carry
ing guns, terrorized 15 persons in a Bronx 
luncheonette for three and a half hours, even 
holding policemen at bay. 

Where was the Sullivan Act in this case? 
It was on the side of the hoodlums, that's 

where. They knew they could work their 
evil wills on the people in the luncheonette 
because they were armed and knew the 
others were not. Chances are the young 
punks would have steered well clear of the 
place if they had any idea a responsible per
son inside was armed to resist them. 

So will it be wi·th people throughout Amer
ica, if highly-restrictive gun legislation gets 
on the federal statutes. 

The anti-gunners probably will argue that 
federal anti-sales laws w111 stamp out traftlc 
in guns all over the nation, thus working 
where state law cannot work. 

Not so. A great many people, including 
a great many criminally-inclined people, 
know how to make cheap guns. Passage of 
restrictive nationwide legislation will serve 
only to drive gun dealing underground. The 
criminal element will continue to be armed, 
and armed well. The law-abiding element 
will be disadvantaged. 

There is but one way to deal with guns in 
a free country. That is to make all misuse 
of guns a crtme, punishable by penalties stiff 
enough to command respect and backed to 
the hilt by law enforcement and court action. 

It is people, not guns, who kill people. 
In the case of the Texas killings, a compe

tent doctor had evidence of the killer's po
tential danger. His failure to protect society 
from the danger is more at fault than the 
lack of a federal anti-gun law. Here was a 
case in which the symptoms should have 
been recognized and the sick man isolated 
before he could destroy innocent people with 
his diseased mind. . 

Passage of federal guns laws will not stop 
mass slayings. Laws dealing with criminals 
and insane use of guns-and all other lethal 
weapons--will help. 

ExHmiT 2 
[From the Columbia (S.C.) State, July 16 

1966] 
SELF-DEFENSE--1966 

Just one gun could have made the dif
ference ·between life and death for the eight 
student nurses who were brutally slaughtered 
this week during a ·tenor-filled Chicago 
night. 

One gun, and one girl with the capacity 
and oourage to handle it, could have pro
vided protection for eight nurses who now 
lie dead in Chicago. The blame is not Chi
cago's, for s-imilar madmen and murderers 
have butchered helpless victims in towns and 
cities all over America. But in far too many 

instances, the butchery has been made easier 
by local ordinances which prevent the law
abiding citizen from owning so much as a 
pistol for defense. 

The blame rests upon a society grown so 
sof,t that the criminal is coddled by the 
cou.rt.s, pampered by social reformers, and 
feared by the ordinary citizen. Convicted 
felons are turned loose on the populace by 
indulgent judges. Criminally insane p·a
tients simply walk away from treatment cen
ters. Young punks are slapped on the wrist 
and released from custody because of their 
youth-as though adolescent mad dogs are 
not as deadly as older ones. 

The police oan do only so much. In Chi
cago, even as the nurses were living out their 
final hours in mortal d!l"ead, the police we·re 
battling to preserve law and order-and, in
deed, their very lives--against the onslaughts 
of rioting Negro mobs. 

So i·t goes over the face of Americu.. A thin 
blue line of undermanned police seeks to pro
tect society against oriminal elements which 
daily grow bolder. It is not just in Chicago 
and New York and Philadelphia-it is here 
in Columbia, and in Oharleston and every
where. 

Unless and until the pollti.cians, from 
President Lyndon Johnson on down, stop 
tolerating-if not actually inciting-public 
disturbances and disregard for local laws, 
the situation will get worse. 

Sooner or later, the people of the United 
States must awaken to the threat which is 
literally rut thei!l" doors. They must insist 
upon law and order, and they must provide 
both financial and moral support to the 
forces of law and order. 

In the meanwhile, the rules of common 
sense and the law of self-preservation re
quire that the common man provide some 
measure of proteotion for himself and his 
household. 

It is fantastically ironic tha.t the law of 
the jungle should have to be applied in the 
age of space exploration and nuclear energy, 
but human nature still involves inhuman 
conduct. And so long as the social forces are 
tipped in favor of the criminal, the private 
citizen has every right to equalize the bal
ance with that proved equalizer-the lawful 
gun. 

EXHIBIT 3 
THE RIGHT To BEAR ARMS 

(By STROM THuRMOND, U.S. Senator from 
South Carolina) 

JUNE 14, 1965.-The Second Amendment 
to the Constitution (the second item in the 
Bill of Rights) provides that "the right of 
the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not 
be infringed." 

Increasing crime rates across the country, 
and particularly in the cities, has provided 
fuel for a determined movement to have the 
National Government legislate restrictions 
on the sale and transportation of firearms 
in interstate commerce. 

The prohibitions of the Second Amend
ment to the Constitution are directed against 
the National Government, but not against 
the States. The people of each State, there
fore can regulate the sale of firearms without 
running afoul of this Cons~itutional. provi
sion. 

Most of the States have laws designed to 
prevent firearms from being sold to juve
niles, insane persons, and people with crimi
nal records. The State laws vary in strict
ness and enforcement, according to the 
needs Of each State. New York, for instance, 
requires that a person apply for and be 
granted a permit from the State as a pre
requisite to purchasing or possessing a gun. 
In most States, however, control over gun 
sales is exercised by licensing the merchants 
who sell firearms, and by requiring the sell
ers to adhere to the law in order to keep 
their licenses. 
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In recent years, particularly, State laws 
on sales of firearms have been increasingly 
circumvented by mail order sales of weap
ons. Dealers in weapons located outside 
State boundaries often do not comply with 
State laws restricting sales. Guns have been 
sold through the mail to children, persons of 
unsound mind, and people with long crimi
nal records. Some irresponsible mail order 
merchants sell with impunity to anyone who 
has the price, since they do not have to ob
tain a license in the State where the pur
chaser lives, and are beyond the reach of 
criminal laws of the State to which the gun 
is shipped. 

Although Congress has no authority to pre
vent people from buying and owning fire
arms, it does have the power to regulate in
terstate commerce, and can remedy the sit
uation without overstepping its Constitu
tional authority. 

Congress can make it unlawful to ship 
firearms in interstate commerce unless the 
sale is consistent with the law of the state 
to which the weapon is shipped. This can 
be accomplished by requiring the seller to 
obtain from the would-be purchaser a sworn 
statement that the buyer is not prevented 
by the law of his home State from purchas
ing the weapon. This should be coupled 
with a requirement that the seller, prior to 
shipping the weapon, send a copy of the 
sworn statement by registered mail to the 
chief law enforcement officer Of the area in 
which the would-be purchaser lives. Failure 
of the seller to comply would be a Federal 
criminal offense. These are essentially the 
provisions of S. 14, a bill I joined in spon
soring earlier this year. 

The National Government should not go 
beyond its Constitutional authority by at
tempting to prevent mail order sales of 
weapons. Such an excess is not needed, and 
it could do much harm. 

In many States, the people feel strongly 
that law-abiding, sane adults should be 
permitted to own firearms. If the National 
Government prohibited the sales of firearms, 
[aw-abiding citizens would not purchase 
weapons. Criminals, already intent on law
breaking, would not hesitate to obtain fire
arms 1llegally, for with law-abiding citizens 
un-armed, a gun in the hands of a criminal 
would provide the lawbreaker with a bigger 
advantage than when all persons could ob
tain firearms legally. In addition, it is rea
sonable to assume that would-be criminals 
would become much bolder if the possi
b1lity were eliminated that law-abiding in
tended victims might be armed. 

The Congress should enact legislation to 
insure that State laws regulating the sale 
of firearms are obeyed by those selling guns 
in interstate commerce. It is just as im
portant, however, for Congress to obey the 
Constitutional mandate that "the right of 
the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not 
be infringed." 

Sincerely, . 
STROM THURMOND. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am pleased to 
yield to the able Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, I wish 
to compliment the distinguished Sena
tor from South Carolina on the able 
speech he has just made, and to con
gratulate the distinguished senior Sena
tor from Nebraska on his very able 
speech and analysis of the problems in
volved here. 

I know it is very difficult, when you 
consider some of the things that have 
happened in the last few weeks, not to 
go on an emotional binge and think 
thereby that you are going to cure some 
of the problems. I noticed, in the re-

marks of the Senator from Nebraska, 
his statement that privately owned and 
used firearms are still beneficial. 

If the Senator from South Carolina 
will bear with me for a moment, I think 
he made an excellent point in his re
marks about the Chicago situation and 
the girls who were murdered there, that 
if one of those girls had had a firearm 
and had known how to use it, we might 
not have had that tragic circumstance 
happen. 

I recall that within my own office, and 
very close to home, just 2 years ago this 
spring, Miss Joyce Morgan, one of my 
secretaries, had her own apartment in
vaded, about 4 o'clock in the morning, 
and was robbed. 

Fortunately she was a girl of great 
courage, but more fortunately still, her 
father had, the previous fall, purchased 
a Woodsman .22· for her, and had also 
instructed her in its use. So when ·this 
person entered her apartment about 4:30 
or 5 o'clock in the morning, and she dis
covered that someone was in her dress
ing room, picked up her gun and, with 
a well-placed shot, convinced him that 
he ought to give himself up, which he 
did. She was then able to hold him at 
bay until police arrived. 

The fact that the court procedures 
were such that he was released on his 
own recognizance and back robbing an
other apartment within 2 weeks is an
other story. But nevertheless, the fact 
is that we do not know what might have 
happened to her had she not been in the 
possession of a gun and able to use it. 

Along these same lines, I think a sec:. 
tion of the Colorado statutes is very sig
nificant. Chapter 53, article 4, of the 
Colorado Revised Statutes of 1963, deals 
with the question of insurrections and 
the prohibition of firearms. 

Section 1 of that article prohibits the 
use of firearms when a state of emer
gency or riot or insurrection has been 
declared by the Governor. 

Section 3 is a very significant section. 
The title is "Constitutional Rights Pre
served.'' 

The section reads: 
Nothing in this article shall be construed 

so as to call in question the right of any 
person to keep and bear arms in the defense 
of his home, person, or property, or in aid 
of the civil power when thereto legally sum
moned. 

Thus, the State of Colorado has spoken 
quite clearly · and unequivocally about 
what it deems to be the right of an indi
vidual citizen to bear and possess arms. 

The point of the Senator which he dis
cussed at some length, concerning the 
knowledge of how to use firearms, is en
tirely correct. None of us contend that 
dangerous weapons should be shipped in
discriminately, nor do we contend that 
these weapons should land in the hands 
of psychos and people who are mentally 
incompetent. 

The recent Texas disaster is probably 
the best illustration of what we cannot 
do to govern these situations because, by 
any criteria which we would have estab
lished, the young man who went beserk 
in Austin, Tex., would have probably 
qualified for the ownership of the guns. 
So, we are in the process here of trying 

to evolve legislation which is sane and 
sensible but which will not deprive people 
of what I consider to be one of my in
alienable and basic rights-and many 
other Americans do also-the right to 
own, possess, and use firearms in defense 
of my own person and property, espe
cially in this day and age, and particu
larly in Washington and some of our 
larger cities. However, it is certainly 
true in Washington in which city we have 
a jungle, and nothing less than a jungle. 

Those predators of other human be
ings, both by way of physical violence 
and by way of deprivation of property, 
robbery, and so forth, must be curbed. 
However, they will always find a way to 
buy a gun. This would be no problem. 
It is like in the days of prohibition when 
we tried to stop the manufacture and 
sale of liquor. We discovered then that 
we could not do it. 

We cannot now stop people from pos
sessing guns, Particularly, we cannot 
keep those who have an intent and de
sign to do so, from collecting guns and 
having them. 

Are we going to be at the place where 
we deprive people who must protect their 
lives and property rights from having 
guns, bearing them, and knowing how to 
use them for the protection of their own 
lives and the lives of the members of 
their family and for the protection of 
their property? 

If the American citizens are not per
mitted to do this, then this country can
not call itself a civilized country, at least 
not until we have learned to protect our 
citizens in their homes and on the streets. 

Does the Senator agree? 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

certainly agree with those remarks. I 
thank the able Senator for his kind re
marks concerning the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

I commend the Senator for the splen
did contribution he has made on this 
subject this morning. 

I .thank the able Senator from Ne
braska for yielding to me. 

I again congratulate the Senator from 
Nebraska for th·e outstanding contribu
tion he has made here today. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I join 
in that commendation. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I am 
grateful to both Senators for their con
tributions. 

I yield to the Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Nebraska for yielding 
to me. I commend him for his very 
objective and well-reasoned statement 
on this subject. It is a statement that 
is void of emotionalism. I believe that 
is what is required in such circumstances. 

I know that Senator HRUSKA is second 
to none in his desire to encourage sound 
legislation at the appropriate level of 
government which might be effective in 
discouraging crime without overregulat
ing law-abiding citizens. I certainly 
share this view. I hope and believe that 
this is the type of action that our Pres
ident has recently called for. 

But the confidence of both Houses of 
Congress has been somewhat shaken by 
the specific proposals put forward by 
the administration-S. 1592 in the Sen
ate. A careful reading of the hearings 
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before the Juvenile Delinquency Sub- not. Crime control legislation should 
committee of the Senate Judiciary Com- not be colored by trespassing on con
mittee discloses fundamental and serious sumer preference for identical type prod
defects in that bill, which have not, as I ucts simply because of geographical 
understand it, been corrected in the source. 
version sent to the full Senate Judiciary Surplus military rifles imported from 
Committee. abroad have established a wide market 

The Senator has previously pointed in the United States among those who 
out that many modifications have been cannot afford a new rifle for hunting and 
made in line with the suggestions of the target practice or those who like to col
distinguished Senator from Nebraska as . lect guns or work on them. The hearings 
amendments to a bill that we favor. show that an estimated 2 million Ameri-

The chairman of the Senate Com- cans have expressed a legitimate buyer's 
merce Committee made it clear some preference for this item over the last 10 
time ago that his committee would re- years. 
view those features of S. 1592 which Until recently, S. 1592 embargoed 
raise questions about interstate and for- imports of these rifles along with all 
eign commerce. military surplus. I understand that it 

The chairman of that committee, the now would limit the embargo to surplus 
senior Senator from Washington [Mr. handguns and would let in the rifles. 
MAGNUSON], said: However, at last printing, it injected a 

I think the Committee would be derelict in new discrimination and Federal dicta
its responsibility to report out legislation tion to the American buyer by prohibit
which would mislead the public into believ- ing mail-order sales of surplus rifles. 
ing that the problem had been solved when Virtually identical new and second-hand, 
in fact it had not. A nation aroused and bolt-action rifles made in the United 
dema,nding effective control because of the States are not subject to this ban. 
tragic event of the recent past would become The logic of this assortment of Federal 
complacent. The public's voic.e should not 
be quieted and their demands should be prohibitions escapes me. 
directed to their State legislatures. This Is There are other interstate commerce 
where the responsibility belongs, where it features of this bill which require fur
constitutionally lies and the only place ther introspection as to their com
where there can be effective and meaningful patibility with constitutional and prac-
control. tical direction. 

The Committee intends to explore this 
problem thoroughly. Every avenue of solu- These features can properly be con-
tion will be studied. But the solution must sidered by the Commerce Committee at 
not be one conceived in hysteria, bo:rn of such time as final action on S. 1592 is 
ignora.nce intended to foster compla.cency taken by the Judiciary Committee. 
and destined to futility. The solution must I support fully the objective of keeping 
be total, not partial. It must be dictated by deadly weapons away from mental in-
the voices of reason not emotion. It must to ts · 
the extent practical, prevent the possession competen ' JUVenile delinquents, and 
and use of firearms by the irresponsible, but other irresponsibles. 
in so doing should not unduly inconvenience However, we must insure that we do 
or burden the responsible. not pass legislation that would cause un-

This is reassuring because there ap- due hardship to hunters, target shooters, 
pears to be unnecessary interference and collectors, and other responsible Ameri
di rim cans who have done nothing to com

sc ination in this bill in . dictating promise their rights to obtain firearms. 
what can be bought and sold and how. Th h k' I am convinced that reasonable, re-

e s oc mg crime in Austin, Tex., sponsible legislation can be drafted and 
should not stampede the Senate into an 
ill-considered exercise of police powers enacted to help prevent the acquisition 
by the Federal Govermilent under the of deadly weapons by undesirable 
guise of regulating interstate commerce. elements. 
There are fundamental issues of good But, to pass such legislation, we must 
government posed by this bill, and I for act in an atmosphere of thorough study 
one am not satisfied that they have been and thoughtful consideration-not in one 
carefully considered. of emotionalism. 

To illustrate my point, I find that I believe that the statement of Senator 
section 3 (e) of the bill gives broad dis- HRUSKA is a positive step toward estab
cretion to the Secretary of the Treasury lishment of the sober and unemotional 
to embargo imports, if he thinks that atmosphere we need, and I applaud his 
they are not "particularly suitable for efforts. 
sporting purposes," or if he finds them Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, when
unsafe, or for other ill-defined reasons. ever tragedy occurs, it is natural for 
If we are to move from automobile to men to seek means to avert its reoccur
guns for the purpose of reducing acci- renee by removing the cause of the 
dents by improving safety features in the tragedy. It is natural, and it is good, 
mechanisms, it should be done without for men to try to abstract from the fab
discrimination between imports and do- ric · of the incident the factors respon
mestic products, and it should be done sible for the original misfortune. It is 
after the most careful study and testi- thus that man improves his environ
many from all concerned to establish ment and the individual lives of the 

members of society. 
that there is a problem and an ac- No well-meaning person could fail to 
ceptable way to correct it. No such tes- · have been moved by the tragedy which 
timony was taken during the hearings. took place several weeks ago in the capi-

Is an anticrime measure an appro- tal city of my own State. Men of good 
priate instrument to enter the area of will over the entire Nation were shocked 
international trade, with its delicate and deeply saddened by the terrible mis
treaty and other ramifications? I think fortune in Austin, . and many persons 

were spurred by the incident to consid
eration of ways to try to stay a repeti
tion of the tragedy. 

I am concerned, however, Mr. Presi
dent, that there is danger that in our 
very worthy desire to avoid a repetition 
of this and other criminal tragedies we 
will strike not at the root and cause 
of the calamity but at a single second
ary attribute: the weapon involved. 

It has been truly said, Mr. President, 
that guns do not kill people, criminals 
do. 

I am sure that there is not a gentleman 
in this distinguished body who has not 
given serious consideration to the prob
lem of the increase in violent crimes in 
the United States. I am sure that every 
one of my distinguished colleagues has 
at one time or another been troubled by 
current crime statistics, and each has 
sought an answer to the problem of 
mounting violence. But, I submit that 
the longrun solution to the problem lies 
in increased assistance to and improved 
facilities for law enforcement omcers, in 
objective, effective programs of research 
into the nature of mental health and 
of identification of mental diseases, espe
cially criminally oriented disorders, and 
of possible treatments. 

My support of legislation to assist 
professional law enforcement personnel 
in the Federal Government, and in State 
and local governments is well known. 
I supported wholeheartedly the Law En
forcement Assistance Act of 1965. The 
act allows the Department of Justice to 
engage in programs of educational as
sistance for local and State law enforce
ment omcers. 

It is my hope, and I believe that this 
is being proven, that the act will be used 
as a ' springboard for further institution
alizing law enforcement as a profession. 
Indeed, Sam Houston State College, in 
Texas, already has applied for financial 
assistance under the act to institute a 
degree program in law enforcement as a 
profession. 

Other legislation has been introduced 
in the Senate to set up a nationwide com
munications network for law enforce
ment purposes, I support this legisla
tion. The business of apprehending 
criminals, like so many other businesses, 
is being transformed by the constant 
development of scientific techniques, not 
the least of which is improved methods 
of high-speed communications. The bill 
to fight lawlessness by improved com
munications facilities has my whole
hearted support. 

I am convinced that significant con
tributions to crime prevention can be 
made through enactment of legislation 
aimed at research into the causes of 
criminal motivation. I do not profess 
to know any more about the nature of 
psychoneurosis than anybody else. 

I do know, however, that we have a 
great deal .to learn about mental dis
orders and their proper method of treat
ment. Incidents such as the recent 
tragedy in Austin focus attention on 
psychoneurosis as a cause of crime. I 
do not know if there are any really re
liable statistics available-! would doubt 
that there are, due to the complexity of 
the problem-on the ratio of crimes com
mitted as a result of mental disorders in 
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relation to those committed by sup
posedly sane persons. There is a prob
lem of definition involved. I believe, 
however, that crimes committed by the 
criminally insane, if I may use that con
cept, are significantly fewer than those 
committed by persons in control of their 
actions. 

I make these observations, Mr. Presi
dent, in support of one very important 
point which I wish to make. Although 
I do not profess to know all of the proper 
methods of treatment for persons with 
criminal backgrounds, I do know that 
excusing their actions, imposing punish
ments too light to fit the nature of the 
crime, and blaming the individual crim
inal's action on "society" is not the 
proper way to meet the problem. 

Men must be held accountable for 
their actions, Mr. President. We do a 
great disservice to the individuals invol
ved, both the felon and the victim
and to society__,..when we do not .im
pose proper punishment on the agent of 
the crime. 

Not only is it wise that criminals be 
removed from society for a duration to 
protect innocent persons, but punish
ment may constitute the only warning 
signal of the impropriety of his actions 
that the young criminal may have. 

We hear a great deal today about the 
responsibility for crime lying on the 
doorstep of every American except at the 
doorstep of the criminaL It is argued 
that the criminal is the product of his 
environment, his genes, his upbringing, 
and other factors ad infinitum. That, 
being the prisoner of his history, the 
criminal is not responsible, but that so
ciety, in not furnishing him with fa
vored circumstances, is somehow solely 
accountable. 

I do not believe this theory, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Neither do I believe in legislation which 
would in effect punish those law--abid
ing members of our society who want to 
purchase, own, and use guns for sport. 
Their actions are blameless. It is un
fair and it is folly to deny them their 
rights to purcha..se and use firearms. 

If we are to pass Federal legislation 
aimed at curtailing the distribution of 
firearms, I could support specific legis
lation aimed at keeping firearms from 
the possession of felons and minors. 

I thlnk this is as far as we oan justi
fiably go in this direction at the Fed
eral level. I oppose all proposed legis
lation which would impede the sale and 
distribution of firearms for sporting pur
poses. I believe the States are better 
judges of their requirements than the 
Federal Government. 

Americans have a constitutional guar
antee which we must fully observe in 
considering this legislation. I will not 
support, and I hope the Senate does not 
see fit to enact, legislation which would 
abridge the right of the people to keep 
and bear arms. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska for his calm and studious 
appraisal of pending legislation to se
verely restrict the sale and shipment of 
firearms. 

He has performed a valuable public 
service by placing this subject in proper 
perspective, and I concur strongly in his 
remarks. 

Emotional hysteria among some seg
ments of the public inevitably follows a 
shocking act of violence. The reaction 
is understandable but rarely logical or 
constructive. 

The constitutional and practical argu
ments against S. 1592 remain as strong 
as ever. They have not been changed 
or eliminated by what happened at the 
University of Texas. 

In our sympathy for the victims and 
their families, let us not delude ourselves 
with the proposition that curtailing the 
citizen's right to buy arms for legitimate 
purposes will prevent or even reduce the 
rate or assault and murder. 

No law could have prevented a men
tally disturbed student from turning 
suddenly into a mass killer. We must 
keep this fact in mind as we consider 
legislation to impose stringent regula
tions on the acquisition of firearms in 
our country. 

Our experience with more restrictive 
regulation at the State level points to 
the contrary. The official abstract fig
ures show that the incidence of homi
cide with ·a gun per 100,000 population 
is generally higher in those States with 
more restrictive laws than it is in States 
with few restrictions. 

Mr. President, I sincerely believe that 
s. 1592 poses a serious question of in
fringement on the second amendment. 
But even if no constitutional issue ex
isted, there are many other reasons to 
reject this bill. 

All of us recognize that a major prob
lem in the field of firearms control arises 
from the dumping of surplus foreign 
military weapons on the market. The 
number of rifies and pistols entering our 
own domestic market channels from this 
source has greatly increased since World 
Warn. 

This flow of weapons could be limited 
or even prohibited by the executive 
branch without any new law. The au
thority exists under the Munitions Con
trol Act. Why not use the power weal
ready have to crack down on this flood 
of foreign arms? 

The National Rifle Association and 
many other organizations have ex
pressed support of executive action un
der the existing statutory authority. 
But nothing has been done. 

In our testimony before the Judiciary 
subcommittee last year, both the senior 
Senator from Colorado and I noted the 
economic hardship and public incon
venience that would result from the 
blanket mail-order prohibition and fee 
increases called for in S. 159·2 .. 

In my own State of Arizona, more than 
150,000 residents and visitors annually 
participate in some kind of hunting ac
tivity. They make a substantial con
tribution to effective management and 
continued development of our game re
sources. 

They are assisted materially by the 
fact that many small retaU establish
ments stock guns and ammunition. 

Many of these stores are in isolated com
munities far removed from the nearest 
other source of supply, and this same 
situation prevails in many of our West
ern States. 

The drastic license fee boost in S. 1592 
would place an unfair burden on these 
small establishments and many of them 
would simply have to stop selling guns 
and ammunition. 

Even harder hit would be the many 
custom gunsmithing shops throughout 
the Nation. We have more than 20 such 
shops in Arizona. They are generally 
small independent operations which de
pend on mail shipments for much of 
their business. 

The cumbersome machinery required 
by S. 1592 would unjustly penalize the 
rancher or sportsman who wanted to buy 
a particular weapon from outside his 
own State-but it would not deter any 
persons with criminal intent from ob
taining a gun anYWhere. 

There are reasonable alternatives to 
S. 1592 which many in Congress, includ
ing myself, would support. For one 
thing, we could make it a Federal offense 
to ship a firearm in interstate commerce 
to any individual in violation of the law 
of the State where he lived. This is what 
the President said he wanted earlier. 

Combined with executive action tore
trict importation of surplus foreign 
weapons, this kind of approach would 
accomplish the major objective of S. 
1592 without any of its demerits. 
, Additionally, I believe there is wide

spread public and law enforcement 
agency support for legislation to stiffen 
the penalties for crimes committed with 
a firearm. Surely our law enforcement 
personnel could use another tool in their 
battle against crime. 

There is a final point I want to men
tion because I believe it deserves discus
sion and exposure. 

Many Americans of unquestioned de
cency and responsibility are disturbed by 
what they feel is a campaign that sets 
the stage for registration of all arms. 

Extremist groups are not alone in read
ing the lessons of history which show a 
pattern in the subversion and ultimate 
takeover of free countries elsewhere. 
Arms registration and eventual confisca
tion have been prime elements in that 
pattern. 

One of the most respected clergymen 
in my State commented on this in a re
cent article. He said-and I quote him: 

It strikes only at the honest man, and will 
ultimately guarantee the enemies of our 
country disarmed victims. Every invasion 
of the citizen's right to keep and bear arms, 
1n fact, merely emboldens and protects the 
criminal. 

This is the heart of the matter-the 
criminal and the criminally inclined, not 
the weapon used. 

Mr. President I refer to my State of 
Arizona for the comments of a law en
forcement officer. 

Paul Blubaum, Phoenix chief of police, 
commented, following the Texas mass 
murders: 

Penalties for crimes committed with fire
arms should be greatly increased. Heavy 
fines and jail sentences would be the most 
effective control. 
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All regulation and restriction laws have 

been failures. Registration does not seem to 
be the answer to cutting down crimes with 
firearms. States with strict gun laws restrict 
the hunter and gun enthusiasts from con
tinuing their hobbies, but criminals still find 
ways to gain weapons. 

I personally believe that no firearms con
trol device would be successful. 

\ 

Chief Blubaum attributes the 7-per-
cent reduction in the crime rate in Phoe
nix and Maricopa County since he took 
office to increased citizen cooperation 
with police and continuing efforts to en
courage respect for law and order. 

The claims by antigun propagandists, 
such as writer Carl Bakal's book, "The 
Right To Bear Arms," are refuted by the 
cold facts in the Statistical Abstract of 
the United States. 

Compiled from national crime and ac
cident reports and health department re
ports, these figures reveal there has not 
been a great increase in deaths from fire
arms. In fact, the figures through 1962 
show a decline in relation to population. 

The number of homicides per 100,000 
in 1950 was 5.3, but in 1962 it fell to 4.9. 
Factually, the total number of homicides 
in 1930 was 10,473 and in 1962 it was 
9,013. 

The official figures also show that the 
number of homicides involving the use 
of guns declined from a total of 6,995 in 
1930 to 4,954 in 1962. 

The incidence of homicide With guns 
per 100,000 in the northwest region was 
1.6 in 1962. It was 2.7 in the Midwest. 
Both areas have relatively few restric
tions. 

By comparison, the figure for more re
strictive Middle Atlantic States was 3.2. 

Newspapers throughout our Nation 
daily record instances where citizens 
have used their legally acquired firearms 
to defend their lives or property from 
would-be murderers and armed robbers. 
Obviously it is impossible for the police 
to be everywhere when they are needed. 

How can we justify imposing a burden 
on the salesman or shopkeeper when the 
criminal element will continue to roam 
armed with weapons of all types? 

In my judgment, Mr. President, Con
gress would serve the people far better 
by concentrating on measures to combat 
our rising crime rate than it would by 
enacting punitive legislation that would 
damage the trustworthy and· law-abiding 
citizen in the name of firearms control. 

OBJECTION TO COMMITI'EE 
MEETINGS 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Executive Reorganization, of the 
Committee· on Government Operations, 
be permitted to meet during the session 
of the Senate today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. INOUYE. I ask unanimous con

sent that the Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee be permitted to sit during the 
session of the Senate today. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I may say to 
the Senator from Hawaii that I am ob
jecting by request. It is not a personal 
matter. 

Mr. INOUYE. I understand. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that the Subcommittee on Inter
governmental Relations of the Commit
tee on Government Operations be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
.objection? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I object. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Agricultural Credit and Rural 
Electrification of the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I object. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1967 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
hour of 1 o'clock having arrived, in ac
cordance with the unanimous-consent 
agreement previously entered, the Chair 
lays before the Senate the unfinished 
business, which the clerk will state by 
title. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. 
An act <H.R. 15941) making appropria
tions for the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, 
and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

THE AIRLINES STRIKE 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this 

morning in the New York Times there 
is an editorial entitled "Up and Up On 
the Airlines." This editorial expresses 
completely the point of view that I hold 
in regard to the airline dispute. 

We can take judicial notice that the 
settlement of the airlines dispute, what
ever its terms may prove to be, is highly 
inflationary. I am satisfied that it will 
prove to be in the long-time bad inter
ests of the strikers. It is bound to be 
in the worst possible interest of Amer
ican labor as a whole, and of our econ
omy. It will be viewed with anything 
but approval, I am sure, by the thou
sands of fellow Americans who are on 
pensions. The resulting inflation, 1f 
this settlement becomes the pattern for 
future wage settlements will weaken the 
purchasing power of the American dol
lar and reduce thereby the purchasing 
power of all fellow Americans now trying 
to exist on social security benefits and 
private pensions. These fellow Ameri
cans cannot strike against the public 
for higher benefits as airline strikers 
have done and other unions are threat
ening to do if their inflationary wage 
demands are not ratified. Old age pen-

sioners cannot use economic coercion to 
force granting to them cost-of-living es
calator clauses. 

Unorganized workers will also be the 
economic victims of the inflationary 
hurricane that organized labor is threat
ening to let loose in our country by 
threatened strikes in the midst of a war. 

I wish to repeat what I have said on 
the floor of the Senate. There never 
was the slightest justification for this 
strike in a regulated industry in the 
midst of a war. 

While the House was staggering 
around in a state of indecision trying to 
avoid passing legislation, the Govern
ment and the carriers saved the Congress 
from meeting squarely its legislative re
sponsibilities. The administration has 
become a party to an inflationary settle
ment of the airline strike. No words of 
alibi or rationalization on the part of the 
administration or the carriers, or the 
union can conceal this surrender to an 
inflationary breakthrough in this case. 
There now has been placed on the House 
and the Senate a clear legislative respon
sibility, while this war lasts, to pass 
legislation that will protect all of our 
people from the exercise of naked eco
nomic power on the part of labor, and 
naked economic power on the part of 
American industry in letting loose on the 
American people an inflationary tornado. 
The selfish interests of labor for exces
sive wages and industry for excessive 
prices while American boys are dying in 
Vietnam are without moral justification. 
Such inflationary wages and prices take 
the form of blood money made out of the 
sacrifices of our fighting men. I am op
posed to sending these men to fight, 
bleed, and die in Vietnam. I am op
posed to permitting any economic group 
here at home making inflationary profits 
here at home out of the sacrifices of our 
fighting men in Vietnam. It makes no 
difference to me if those profits take the 
form of excessive wages, prices, salaries, 
dividends, or any other form of economic 
return. Until this war is ended all of 
us living in the safety and security here 
at home should be willing to make what
ever economic sacrifices are necessary to 
hold our economy within inflation con
trols. Blood money profits cannot be 
justified on any ground-moral, eco
nomic, patriotic, or any other. If we 
cannot maintain inflation controls 
through voluntary action on the part of 
industry, labor, and every other economic 
group, then legislative controls must be 
adopted. 

In my judgment, the Congress of the 
United States owes it to the American 
people to proceed before it adjourns with 
the passage of necessary inflationary 
control legislation, both in the field of 
wages and prices. This administration 
will make a great political mistake if it 
tries to duck its responsibility to recom
mend inflation control legislation, in
cluding, if necessary, tax legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
editorial from the New York Times, of 
August 16, 1966, entitled "Up and Up On 
the Airlines." 
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There being no objection, the editorial 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the New York Times, Aug. 16, 1966] 

UP AND UP ON THE AmLINES 

Unless the 35,000 striking airlines me
chanics once again repudiate their union 
leaders, service will soon return to normal on 
the planes that carry 60 per cent of the 
country's air passengers. But the agree
ment under which the strikers will go back 
to work provides the signal for a dizzying 
new whirl of wage-price inflation, based on 
total surrender by the White House and Con
gress to threats of political blackmail by 
organized labor. · 

Unofficial reports indicate that the set
tlement will provide pay increases averaging 
roughly 6 per cent a year, or nearly double 
the Administration's late lamented guide
posts. In a real sense, even the figure will 
probably prove an underestimate because 
the pact includes an escalator, under which 
wages will go up as consumer prices rise. 
With the Government in full retreat in the 
war against inflation, every other union can 
be expected to make a similar demand for 
building inflation into its wage structure 
in a never-ending, self-feeding spiral. The 
notion that consumers should ever get a 
share of rising productivity in the form of 
lower prices-once a pivotal part of the 
guidepost philosophy-has vanished un
mourned by anyone in either labor or in
dustry. 

The most dismal part of the entire spec
tacle is that the airlines gave in because it 
was plain that was what everybody in the 
White House and in positions of power on 
Capitol Hill wanted them to do. The air
lines operate in an industry that is regulated 
in every phase from fares to safety rules. 
They went along with the recommendations 
of a Presidential emergency board that 
cracked the guideposts. When the union 
rejected the report they entered into a ten
tative pact that substantiaily exceeded those 
reconimendations. In both instances the 
employers acted on the strong urging of 
President Johnson. 

The strikers' intransigence produced a dis
graceful exhibition of buck-passing,tn which 
the Administration and Congress sought to 
evade responsibility for legislative action to 
get the planes back in the air · while settle
ment efforts went forward. ·The imminence 
of the November elections obviously took pri
ority in Washington's view over considera
tions of wage-price stab111ty or restoration of 
essential transportation. 

For the airlines the moral was plain: Keep 
going up until the union leaders felt secure 
enough to submit a new offer to the rank and 
file. At one stage in the hectic weekend 
manipulation Secretary of Labor Wirtz had 
a few harsh words forth~ union after it had 
walked away from an apparent agreement. 
But that flare-up was settled like all the oth
ers-by giving the union more, under the 
benovelent guidance of Cabinet-level media
tors. What any of this has to do with "free 
collective bargaining" remains obscure, but 
we expect the customary hosannas will come 
from all sides when-and if-the pact is rati
fied. 

The first repercussions undoubtedly will be 
felt in American Airlines, where another 
PI:esidential emergency board is dealing with 
a dispute involving wages for mechanics rep
resented by the Transport Workers Union. It 
requires little prophetic skill to anticipate 
that the T.W.U. will insist on getting more 
than the International Association of Ma
chinists is now being given-and on, and on, 

. and on. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the total 
amount of wage? 

Mr. MORSE. No one knows. It has 
not been disclosed. That secret, appar
ently, must not be made available ·to the 
American people until there is, first, ap
proval of what I am satisfied is a highly 
inflationary wage settlement. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is there any indica
tion of the percentage of raise, as com
pared with the guidelines? 

Mr. MORSE. I have not the slightest 
idea. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I had heard 8 per.:. 
cent. 

Mr. MORSE. . I have not the slightest 
idea. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, since there was only 
a short period for the transaction of 
routine morning business today, that it 
be in order to lay before the Senate vari
ous communications and Presidential 
messages, and print in the RECORD vari
ous routine matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one of 
his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 

the Senate messages from the President 
of the United States submitting sundry 
nominations; which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 902) to 
provide that the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall conduct the soil survey program of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture so 
as to make available soil surveys needed 
by States and other public agencies, in
cluding community development dis
tricts, for guidance in community plan
ning and resource development, and for 
other · purposes, with amendments, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

The message ·also announced that the 
· House insisted upon its amendment to 
the bill (S; 3688) to stimulate the flow 
of mortgage credit for Federal Housing 
Administration and Veterans' Adminis
tration assisted residential construction; 
asked a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes Qf the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. PATMAN, Mr. 

MULTER. Mr. BARRETT, Mrs. SULLIVAN, Mr. 
REUSS, Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. WIDNALL, Mr. 
FINo, and Mrs. DWYER were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the following bills, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 420. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to authorize the commissioning 
of male persons in the Regular Army in the 
Army Nurse Corps, the Army Medical Spe
cialist Corps, the Regular Navy in the Nurse 
Corps and the Regular Air Force with a view 
to designation as Air Force nurses and medi
cal specialists, and for oth.er purposes; 

H.R. 5852. An act to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code with respect to the basis 
on which certain dependency and indemnity 
compensation will be computed; 

H.R. 9976. An act to amend the act of Sep
tember 2, 1964; 

H.R.10267. An act to remove time limita
tions on correction of mm tary records and 
provide a time limitation as to payments; 

H.R. 10747. An act to provide for the dis
position of funds appropriated to pay a 
judgment in favor of the Diwamish Tribe of 
Indians in Indian Claims Commission docket 
numbered 109, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 11488. An act to authorize the grade 
of brigadier general in the Medical Service 
Corps of the Regular Army, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 12352. An act authorizing the con
veyance of certain property to Pinellas 
County, Fla.; 

H.R. 14831. An act to amend the provisions 
of law relating to the planting of crops on 
acreage diverted under the cotton, wheat, and 
feed grains program; 

H.R. 15024. An act to amend section 8 of 
the Public Buildings Act of 1959 to author
ize the Administrator of General Services to 
lease certain property in the Distric·t of 
Columbia; 

H.R. 16114. An act to correct inequities 
with respect to the determination of basic 
compensation of employees of the Federal 
Government for purposes of certain employ
ment benefits, and for other purposes; 

H.R.16646. An act to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to authorize the award 
of Exemplary Rehab111tation Certificates to 
certain individuals after considering their 
character and conduct in civilian life after 
discharge or dismissal from the Armed 
Forces, and for other purposes; · 

H.R. 16706. An act to amend title 39, 
United States Code, with respect to use of 
the mails to obtain money or property under 
fal!se representations, and for other pur
poses; and . 

H.R. 16897. An act to provide for the col
lection, compilation, critical evaluation, pub
lication, and sale of standard reference data. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint resolu
tions, and they were signed by the Vice 
President: 

S. 3484. An act to amend the act of June 
3, 1966 (Public Law 89-441, 80 Stat. 192), 
relating to the Great Salt Lake relicted lands; 

H.R. 11671. An act to approve a contract 
negotiated with the El Paso County Water 
Improvement District No.1, Texas, to author
ize the execution, and for other purposes; 

H.J. Res. 810. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to proclaim the 8th day of 
September 1966 as "International Literacy 
Day"; and 
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H.J. Res. 1207. Joint resolution to author

ize the Administrator of General Services to 
accept title to the John Fitzgerald Kennedy 
Library, and for other purposes. 

HOUSE BTI...LS REFERRED 
The following bills were severally read 

twice by their titles and referred as in
dicated: 

H.R. 420. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Ood.e, to authorize the commissioning 
of male persons in the Regular Army in the 
Army Nurse Oorps, the Army Medical Special
ist Corps, the Regular Navy in the Nurse 
Corps and the Regular Air Force with, a view 
to designation as Air Force nurses and medi
cal specialists, and for other purposes; 

H.R.10267. An act to remove time limita
tions on correction of m111tary records and 
provide a time limitation as to payments; 

H.R. 11488. An act to authorize the grade 
of brigadier general in the Medical Service 
Corps of the Regular Army, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 16646. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to authorize the award of Exem
plary Rehab111tation Certificates to certain 
individuals after considering their character 
and conduct in civ111an life after discharge 
or dismissal from the Armed Forces, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services; and ~ 

H.R. 5852. An act to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code with respect to the basis 
on which certain dependency and indemnity 
compensation wm be computed; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

H.R. 9976. An act to amend the act of Sep
tember 2, 1964; and 

H.R. 10747, An act to provide for the , dis
position of funds appropriated to pay a 
judgment in favor of the Diwamish Tribe 
of Indians jn Indian Clainis Commission 
dOcket No. 109, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 12352. An act authorizing the con
vey:11once of certain property to Pinellas 
County, Fla.; to the Committee on G<>vern
nient Operations. 

H.R.14831. An act to amend the provisi~ 
of law relating to the planting of crops on 
acreage diverted under the cotton, wheat, 
and feed 'grains progrrun; to the Committee_ 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

H.R. 15024. An act to amend section 8 of 
the Public Buildings Act of 1959 to authorize 
the Administra.ctor of General Services to 
lease certain property in the District of 
cOlu-mbia; to the Committee on Public 
Works. , . 

H.R.16114. An act to correct inequities 
with respect to the determination of basic 
compensation of employees of the Federal 
Government for purposes of certain employ
ment benefits, and for other purposes; and 

H.R. 16706. An ac·t to amend title 39, 
United States Code, with respect to use of 
the mails to obtain money or property under 
false representations, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post omce and Civil 
Service. 

H.R. 16897. An act to provide for the col
lection, compilation,. critical evaulation, 
publication, and sale ol standard reference 
data; to the Committee on Commerce. 

FEDERAL INVENTIONS ACT' OF 
1966-REPORT OF A COMMITI'EE
INDIVIDUAL VIEWS <S. REPT. NO. 
1461) 
Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, 

from the Committee on the Judiciary, I 
submit a report to accompany S. 1809, 
to establish a ·uniform national policy 

concerning property rights in inventions 
made through the expenditure of public 
funds, and for other purposes, together 
with the individual views of the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. HARTl, the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], and the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGS]. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re
port· together with the individual views 
be printed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be received and the bill will be 
placed on the calendar; and, without 
objection, the report will be printed, as 
requested by the Senator from Arkansas. 

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF 
EXECUTIVE PAPEBS 

Mr. MONRONEY, from the Joint 
Select Committee on· the Disposition of 
Papers in the Executive Departments, to 
which was referre(i for examination and 
recommendation a list of records trans
mitted to the Senate by the Archivist of 
the United States, dated August 3, 1966, 
that appeared to have no permanent 
value or historical interest, submitted a 
report thereon, pursuant to law. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referre~ as follows: 

By Mr. JAVITS.: 
s. 3726. A bill to amend section 708 of the 

Defense Production Act of 1950 to extend the 
coverage of that section to voluntary agree
ments or programs for the control of credits; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

(Bee the remarks of Mr. JAvtts when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BIBLE: . , 
s. 3727. A bill to amend the act of June 10, 

1844, in order to clarify the corporate name 
of Georgetown University, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. McGOVERN: 
S. 3728. A bill for the ·relief 'of Katherine 

L. Domaguing; and , 
s. 3729. a bill for the relief of Julita Dumo; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. PELL: 

S. 3730. A bill to promote the foreign policy 
of the United States by strengthening and 
improving the foreign service personnel sys
tem of the U.S. Information Agency through 
establishment of a Foreign Service Informa
tion Officer Corps; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. · · · 

By Mrs. NEUBERGER (for herself, Mr. 
' MAGNUSON, and Mr. MORTON) : 

S. 3731. A b111 to strengthen the admin
istration of the Flammable Fabrics Act; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mrs. NEUBERGER when 
she introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request): 
S. 3732. A bill to amend part III of the 

Interstate Commerce Act to provide for the 
recording of trust agreements and other evi
dences of equipment indebtedness of water 
carriers, and for other purposes; and 

s. 3733. A bill to amend the Merchant Ma
rine Act, 1936, in order to authorize the 
chartering for certain passenger cruise serv
ice of vessels operating under subsidy; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MAGNUSON when 
he introduced the above bills which appear 
under separate headings.) 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
DEDUCTIDLE EDUCATION EXPENSES 

OF TEACHERS 
Mr. INOUYE submitted the following 

concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 105) ; 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House oj.Rep
resentatives concurring), That because the 
elimination of tax-deductible credits for edu
cational expenses would discourage many 
teachers from return-ing to the classroom to 
upgrade their skills and knowledge in our 
rapidly changing world, which would have 
a substantial impact on the content of edu
cation fc>r America's childl'en and is therefore 
a matter of basic national policy which 
should be determined by the Congress, it is 
the sense of Congress that the regulations 
proposed by the Internal Revenue Service 
on July 7, 1966, with respect to the elimina
tion of certain deductible educational expen
ses for teachers, should not be made effective 
or enforced until the Congress has by law 
conferred the authority to make such regula-
tions on the Internal Revenue Service. ' 

FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT-WE 
BURN WHILE COMMERCE FID
DLES 
Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 

today I am introducing legislation which 
would amend the Flammable Fabrics Act 
for the. purpose of providing the Ameri
can consumer with a greater margin of 
fire safety than we now enjoy in our 
clothing and household fabrics. I am 
joined in this proposal by Senators MAG
NUSON and MORTON. 

The situation today in the :flammabil
ity of clothing and household fabrics is 
nothing less than a national scandal. 
Thousands of men, women, and children 
are burned, sometimes fatally, when their 
clothing catches fire accidently. Others 
spend weeks and months in hospitals un
dergoing slow and painful recovery, hop
ing that skin grafting and pla~tic surgery 
will ·enable them to once again lead 
normal lives. · · 

The extent of these tragic incidents is 
unknown, because there are no reliable 
statistics on injuries and deaths caused 
by :flammable clothing. There is no 
clearinghouse of information on matters 
of this kind. The National Safety Coun
cil, 'the Public Health Service, the Fed
eral Trade Commission, the National As
sociation of Fire Underwriters, the De
partment of Commerce-none of these 
can say with certainty how many victims 
there are of fabric burnings each year. 
Because no one knows, no one has acted 
to tighten up the existing act. 

Section 1193 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act states that if at any time the Secre
tary of Commerce finds that the stand
ards of the act are inadequate for the 
protection of the public interest, he shall 
submit to the Congress a repo.rt setting 
forth his findings together with such pro
posals for legislation as he deems appro
priate. Although the act has been on the 
books for 12 years, the Secretary has not 
recommended any additional proposals 
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for the protection of the public. Mean
while, thousands of people have been 
burned to death and maimed because 
they were wearing fiamma.ble clothing. 

The Flammable Fabrics Act requires 
that certain standards and tests ap
proved in 1954 be applied to wearing ap
parel. Fabrics other than wearing ap
parel are not covered by the act. ·A 
quirk of the law is that material made 
into a short which might be banned from 
sale because it did not pass the test could 
still be legally~ven if lethally-sold if 
made into a drape or blanket. 

The bill which I am introducing today 
would merely give the Department of 
Commerce some discretion and flexibil
ity in determining what standard ought, 
to be applied to fabrics. For example, 
the present standard requires ·that the 
swatch of material to be tested be placed 
in a Rube Goldberg-type apparatus at a 
45 • angie, that a very small flame 
be directed for 1 second onto the sur
face, and that ' any, material wnicn is 
consumed in less than 3.5 seconds under 
these conditions should be considered too· 
flammable for sale. 

Under the Neuberger-Magnuson-Mor
ton measure, the Department of Com
merce could propose new stand~rds and 
testing precedures. For instance, 
lengthening the pe~riod when th~ flame 
is allowed to light the fabric, changing 
the position of the material from a 45" 
angle to the perpendicular, or ex
tending the burning time to 4.5 -or 5 
seconds. Or a new criterion c·ould be 
proposed, such 'as ~he· intensity of bum:
ing. Some fabrics may be consumed at 
a rate which will pass the 3.5 second test, 
and at such an intensity that the flame 
cannot be extinguished easily and dread-
ful bums xpay result. · ,· · · 
·· The amendment proposed today re
quire.s the Secretary of Commerce to re
view the commercial standards for flam
mable fabrics at least once every 2 years 
and if he finds that such standards are 
inadequate for the protection of the pub
lic interest, he shall amend such stand
ards to assure such protection. I cannot 
emphasize too strongly the importance 
of the phrase. "for the protection of the 
public interest." 

The language of this legislation does 
not mean that the Department of 
Commerce, in setting up any new 
standards, should lean over back
ward to please the fabric industry. The 
primary concern of the Department must 
be the safety margin, not the profit mar
gin. 

I am certainly not revealing anything 
startling and new in Washington· ~hen. I 
suggest that departments, agencies, and 
commissions . established to regulate in
dustries in the public interest often end 
up being apologists and protectors of 
those industries. Any new commercial 
standards for fabrics will be drafted and 
proposed by the Standing Committee for 
Flammability of Clothing Textiles, the 
membership of which is appointed by the 
Secretary of Commerce. On the present 
committee are represented the American 
Association of Textile Chemists and 
Colorists, American Association of Tex
tile Technology, American Textile Manu-

facturers Institute, American Society for 
Testing and Materials, Man-Made Fibers 
Producers Association, National Cotton 
Council of America, National Retail Mer
chants Association, Textile Distributors 
Association, .Underwear Institute, and the 
Vinyl Fabrics Institute. 

With all due respect to these trade as
sociations, one would not anticipate bold 
and imag:inative ·consumer protection 
recommendations from a standard-set
ting committee with such orientation. 

However ,:the Secretary of Commerce is 
not bound by law to accept and promul
gate the standards recommended by the 
sta~ding committee. On the contrary, 
he lS specifically char-ged with the protec
tion of the p_ublic interest and in in
stances such as this where human life 
is the issue, the Secretary ought ·to be 
jealous of his ... responsibility. 

Although the bill introduced today does 
not expand the coverage of the Flam
mabie Fabri~s Act: I would hope and ex
pect tpat the Congr~ss · would consider 
doing so when reviewing this legislation. 
It is indisputable that many household 
fabrics . are fire hazards in the extreme. 
Blankets and drapes are obvious ex
amples.:., It is frightening. to realize that 
thermal blankets. are on beds in perhapS 
hundreds of thousands of homes yet 
some thermal blankets will almost in
stantly disap~r .. when a flame is put to 
them. . 

Curtains and drapes ~tchini fire are a 
major cause of borne damage in Amer
ica. Yet the Flammable Fabrics Act 
pr.ovides no .Protection, because its cov
erage is Jimited to ·wearing apparel. 
Even tnat is ~imited,_ because hats, gloves, 
and footware are exempted. Three years 
ago I introduced a baby blanket bill, be
cause an inane interpretation of the law 
said that infant receiving blankets were 
not wearing apparel. This, in spite of 
the obvious fact that such blankets were 
worn practiCallY 24 hours ' a day.. . 

Therefore, I strongly, recommend a 
~omplete review of the coverage of the 
act, as well as the standard and testing 
procedures. . 

I ask urianimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD two letters, one 
written to Senator MAGNUSON by Peter 
Hackes, and one written to Senator MAG
NUSON by the Assistant Secretary of 
Commerce, both relating to the pro
posed legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The b111 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and without objection, the let
ters will be printed in the RECORD, as re
quested by the Senator from Oregon. 

The bill <S. 3731) · to strengthen the 
administration of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act, introduced by Mrs. NEUBERGER (for 
herself, Mr. M,AGNUSON, and Mr. MoR
TON), was received, read twice by ~ts 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

The letters, presented by Mrs. NEUBER
GER, are as follows: 

AUGUST 11, 1966. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNusoN, , 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON! It has come to 
my attention that you and several meinbers 
of your Senate Commerce Committee are pro
moting legislation to h.a ve the Federal Trade 
Commission study the problem of the flam-

mabiUty of clothing--especially garments 
sold for use by children. In this endeavor 
I should like to offer whatever help I can. 

My 11-yea.r old daughter Carole has just 
gone through. the most trying period of her 
young life. She spent two months and four 
days in Children's and George Washington 
University Hospitals here in Washington
the result of a bad burn. She received sec
arid and third degree burns over about 15 
percent of her body (chest and neck), when 
a cotton blouse she was wearing caught fire. 
With. .plastic surgery (a second round of 
which. may have to come later) we are hope
ful · sl)e wm one day resume a normal life. 
But it will be a long pull. 

Following the accident I brought a piece 
of fabric from the burned blouse (wh.lch I 
st111 retain) to the FTC testing lab here in 
Washington. There I watched as it was put 
through. the routine burn-time test. It 
burned quickly. But apparently not quickly 
enough. to violate the law. 

In the interest of helping prevent another 
such. tragec;ly, I . for one wish. you complete 
success in your venture toward upgrading the 
flammable clothing law. Please let me know 
if I can be of assistance, 

Sincerely, 
PETER HACKES. 

. Cc: Paul Rand Dixon, Cb.mn. FTC; Sena
tor MAURINE NEUBERGER. 

THE A!\SISTANT SECRETARY 
· · oF CoMMl!:RCE, 

. Washington, D.C. 
Hon. W~ G. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: We are pleased 
to provide a further status report or our 
continuing review of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act. · 

As stated in my letter of ,November 5, 1964, 
a standing committee was reconst;ituted and 
has formed from among its members a tech
nical committee. The technical committee 
has directed its efforts to ( 1) the refinement 
of testing equipment and procedures and (2) 
the development of test procedures requested 
by the Federal Trade Commission for nar
row fabrics and loose fibrous materials. 

A review of Fabric Flammab111ty Test 
Methods was completed at the National Bu
reau of Standards and published as NBS Re
port 8933 (copy enclosed) . 

The position of the Federal Trade Com
mission with. respect to this Act is set forth. 
in the enclosed copy of a letter of July 11 
from Chairman Dixon. (The technical 
points discussed by Chairman Dixon with 
respect to the commercial standard itself are 
being studied by the National Bureau of 
Standards and by the technical committee.) 

Although. the inclusion under the pro
visions of the Act of such. items as hats, 
gloves, footware, blankets, and bedding 
could be recommended on a pb.llosoph.lcal 
basis, we would be reluctant to submit such. 
a recommendation without a firm technical 
basis. 

We are pleased to advise that, just re
cently, we have entered into an agreement 
with. the U.S. Public Health. Service under 
wb.lch. they wili be collecting samples of 
cloth.ing and other fabrics involved in bum 
injuries and bum deaths and will submit 
such. samples to the National Bureau of 
Standards for analysis. It is our hope that 
with data derived from this ' study we w111 
be in a position to determine with some pre
cision the role of fabrics in bum injuries 
and burn deaths. It is contemplated that 
the study will require at least all of fiscal 
year 1967. 

We do, at this time, recommend that the 
Congress consider amending the Act by de
leting all references · to Commercial Stand
ard 191-53 and authorizing the Secretary of 
Commerce to prescribe and publish. in the 
Federal Register the standard for determln-
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ing fiammab111ty. The rapid advances in 
technology make strongly desirable a means 
by which the technical s.tandards for deter
mining :Hammability may be kept current. 

We are sincerely interested in pursuing 
our technical studies on fiammability and 
will see to it that you are kept informed of 
our progress. 

Sincei:ely yours, 
J. HERBERT HOLLOMON. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana subsequently 
said: Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that Senate bill 3731, introduced 
earlier today by the Senator from Ore
gon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], for herself and 
other Senators, be held at the desk for a 
week for additional cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COM
MERCE ACT RELATING TO RE
CORDING OF TRUST AGREEMENTS 
OF WATER CARRIERS 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I in
troduce, by request, ·for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to amend. part III of the 
Interstate Commerce Act to provide for 
the recording of trust agreements and 
other evidences of equipment indebted-
ness of water carriers. · 

The purpose of this bill is to permit 
the water carrier industry to obtain in
creased funds for capital improvements 
through the utilization of equipment 
trust certificates. Section 1 of this bill 
amends part III of the Interstate Com
merce Act to provide for the recording 
of security instruments with the Inter
state Commerce Commission in much the 
same 'manner as equipment trust certifi
cates of the railroads are presently re
corded with the ICC, and security agree
ments of the airlines are recorded with 
the Federal Aviation Agency. 

Section 2 of this bill would amend sec
tion 116' of the Bankruptcy Act to pro
vide that the titleholder under a title 
retention security agreement could re
possess or take physical possession of the 
equipment even though the debtor is in 
a chapter 10 reorganization. 

Similar legislation was enacted many 
years ago for the benefit of the railroad 
industry when the Congress enacted sec
tion 77(j) of the Bankruptcy Act per
taining to the reorganization of the rail
roads. 

In 1957, virtually identical legislation 
was enacted for the benefit of the avia
tion industry. 

It should be emphasized that this pro
posed legislation is strictly voluntary in 
nature in that both the water carrier 
and the financial institution would have 
to mutually agree upon taking advantage 
of the proposed exemption before it could 
become applicable to any given security 
instrument. 

The water carrier industry, like the 
railroad and aviation industries, is faced 
with substantial capital expenditures for 
the replacement of obsolete towboats and 
barges, and needs to resort to long-term 
security type financing in order to ob
tain the necessary funds for the pur
chase of this new equipment. 

This _ ·bill would both increase the 
sources of funds for water carrier fl.nanc-

ing, and enable necessary financing to 
be obtained at better interest rates. 

Under this proposed legislation water 
carriers advise that they would be able 
to provide shippers, consumers, and com
munities with more modern and efficient 
equipment through equipment trust 
financing. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD following my re
marks a letter dated July 29, 1966, from 
Mr. J. W. Hershey, chairman of the ex
ecutive committee, the Common Carrier 
Conference of Domestic Water Carriers, 
in support of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the letter 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 3732) to amend part m 
of the Interstate Commerce Act to pro
vide for the recording of trust agree
ments and other evidences of equipment 
indebtedness of water carriers, and for 
other purposes, introduced by Mr. MAG
NUSON, by request, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

, The letter, presented by Mr. MAGNUSON, 
is as follows: 
THE COMMON CARRIER CONFERENCE : 

OF DOMESTIC WATER CARRIERS, 
Houston, Tex., July 29, 1966. 

Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman of the Committee on Comm~ce, 

U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: I am enclosing 
for •your consideration a draft of a bill re
garding the recordatioh of equipment trust 
agreements and the exemption 'of certain 
title retention security agreements from the 
provisions of· th:e Bankruptcy Act by the 
amendment of Section 3:;13 of Part III of the 
Interstate Commerce Act and Section 116, 
Chapter 10 of the Bankruptcy Act (11 U.S.C. 
516). 

The water carrier industry has in the 
past, and will most certainly in the future, 
be faced with problems of equipment ob
solescence and the resulting need for capital 
improvements as the industry continues to 
modernize its fieet for service to the public. 
Of course, this problem is not peculiar to 
water carriers, and I am sure that the na
tion's railroads and airlines have been in
volved in similar modernization programs. 

Obviously, a substantial portion of the 
funds for these capital improvements must 
be obtained from financial institutions 
rather than from working capital. Because 
a great deal of a water carrier's total assets 
is represented by fioating equipment, the 
logical and only available security for financ
ing is the towboats and barges being pur
chased by the carrier. This, I understand, is 
also generally true of the airlines, and I also 
understand that most of the railroad equip
ment modernization is via the medium of 
equipment trust certificates. 

Both the railroads and the airlines pres
ently have available to them a type of financ
ing which is somewhat exempt from the pro
visions of the Bankruptcy Act in that a 
lender's title in financed equipment, and his 
concurrent right to repossess that equip
ment, may not be restricted, limited or hin
dered by the trustee in a reorganization of a 
railroad or of e.n airline. The existence of 
this legislation has enabled both the rail 
and air carriers to obtain financing from 
sources which may not have been otherwise 
available at relatively favorable interest 
rates. 

In 1957, Congress amended Section 116 of 
the Bankruptcy Act thereby providing this 
type of exemption for the financing of air-

craft, aircraft engines and related equipment, 
and our proposed legislation follows the same 
general format as that enacted in 1957 in 
H.R. 7671 and S. 2205. 

Enactment of the proposed legislation 
would greatly assist the inland and coast
wise water carrier industry in the moderniza
tion of its fioating equipment and would 
place such water carriers on a par with both 
railroads and airlines in attracting capital 
for fieet improvements. The amendment 
would prove of benefit to both large and 
small water carriers particularly in view of 
the increasing costs of both barges and tow
boats. It should ~o be noted that the pro
posed legislation cannot possibly harm either 
a water carrier or a financial institution as 
it is strictly permissive ·and can only be uti
lized where both the water carrier and the 
financial institution mutually desire to take 
advantage of this particular type of 
financing. 

In the event the Congress sees fit to enact 
the proposed amendment' to the Bankruptcy 
Act, it would appear that creditors could be 
best protected from .unknown liens on equip
ment by amending Part m of the Interstate 
Commerce Act so as to provide for 1;he rec
ordation of instruments evidencing equip
ment indebtedness at one central and easily 
accessible location. Railroad equipment trust 
certificates must be recorded with the Inter
state Commerce Commission under Section 
20(c) of the Interstate Commerce Act, and 
because watei: carriers are likewise subject to 
regulation by that Qommission, it seems log
ical to designate that Commission as the 
place for recordation in the same manner as 
was done for railroads. It is my understand
ing that equipment indebtedness instruments 
on aircraft are . recorded with the Federal 
Aviation Agency in much the same manner 
as we propose to record vessel indebtedness 
instruments with the Commission. This 
procedure would not burden the Commission 
nor r~uire an expansion of the Commission's 
existing staff or facilities as the small amount 
of work could be easily handled by those 
persons presently respopsible for the record
ing of instruments under Section 20 (c) of 
the Act. 

I would be most happy for the opportunity 
to fully discuss the,proposed legislation with 
either you, a member of your committee, or 
your staff any time at your convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. W. HERSHEY. 

AMENDMENT OF MERCHANT MA
RINE ACT, 1936, TO AUTHORIZE 
CHARTERING FOR CERTAIN PAS
SENGER CRUISE SERVICE OF VES
SELS OPERATING UNDER SUBSIDY 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, . I 

introduce at the request of the Commit
tee . of American Steamship Lines a bill 
which would amend the Merchant Ma
rine Act of 1936 to permit the chartering 
of vessels in subsidized service by one 
subsidized line to another, for use by the 
latter on its trade route. 

This bill is similar to S. 2668, a bill 
which I introduced by request on Oc
tober 19, 1965. The primary objective 
of both bills is the same. They would 
vary present law so as to permit a sub
sidized operator to charter its passenger 
ships to another subsidized operator with 
regular passenger service, rather than 
operating those vessels in the cruise trade 
itself. The benefits of this cross charter
ing are several and were outlined by me 
when I introduced S. 2668. 

The present bill is a revision of S. 2668 
proposed by the Committee of American 
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Steamship Lines. It differs from S. 2668 
in that it incorporates statutory pro
tections now afforded the subsidized 
cargo operator in the event another sub
sidized operator wishes to enter his trade 
route or increase his competitive service 
on the same trade route. 

Under S. 2668 it would have been pos
sible for the charters of a passenger ship 
to increase his service on a trade route 
competitive with the cargo operator 
without having to comply with the re
quirements of section 605 (c) of the Mer
chant Marine Act of 1936. 

The primary purpose of section 605(c) 
is to protect an existing subsidized car-· 
rier on a trade route from dilution of 
tramc through increase of competitive 
operations without 'a demonstration that 
present service is inadequate. The re
vised bill will insure the continued pro
tection of section 605(c) to existing sub
sidized carriers against an undemon
strated need for competitive service. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bUI 
Will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3733) to amend the Mer
chant Marine Act, 1936, in order to au
thorize the chartering for certain pas
senger cruise service of vessels operating 
under subsidy, introduced by Mr. MAG
NUSON, by request, was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Commit
tee on Commerce, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 3733 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. Section 613 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended (46 u.s.a. 
1183), is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) As used in this section "(i) 'passen
ger vessel' in case of a vessel operated on 
cruises by the contractor authorized by this 
section means a vessel which ( 1) is of not 
less than ten thousand gross tons, and ( 2) 
has accommodations for not less than one 
hundred passengers; and (11) 'passenger ves
sel' in case of a vessel operated by another 
subsidtzed operator under charter from the 
contractor on cruises authorized by this sec
tion means a vessel which ( 1) is of not less 
than fourteen thousand gross tons, (2) has 
accommodations for not less than two hun
dred and seventy-five passengers and (3) 
general cargo capacity of no more than four 
hundred and fifty thousand cubic feet. 

"(b) If the Secretary of Commerce finds 
that the operation of passenger vessels with 
respect to which an application for operat
ing-differential subsidy has been filed under 
section 601 of this title is required for at 
least two-thirds of each year, but not for all 
of each year, in order to furnish adequate 
service on the service, route, or line with re
spect to which the application was filed, the 
Secretary may approve the application for 
payment of operating-differential subsidy to 
the contractor for operation of the vessels by 
the contractor ( 1) on such service, route, or 
line for such part of each 'year, and (2) for 
operation by the contractor and by another 
subsidized operator under charter from the 
contractor on cruises for all or part of the 
remainder of each year 1f each specific cruise 
1s approved by the Secretary under subsec
tions (e) and (f) of this section. 

" (c) ( 1) When a passenger vessel is oper
ated by a contractor on cruises authorized by 
this section, such cruises must begin and end 
at a domestic port or port on the same sea
coast of the United States from which the 
contractor operates or conducts the regular 
vessel to which the vessel is assigned. When 
a vessel is being operated by the contractor 
on cruises-

"(A) it shall carry no mail unless required 
by law, or cargo except passengers' luggage, 
except between those ports between which 
it may carry mail and cargo on its regular 
service assigned by contract; 

"(B) it shall carry passengers on a round
trip basis, except between those ports be
tween which it may carry one-way passengers 
on its regular service assigned by contract· 

"(C) it shall embark passengers only at 
domestic ports on the same seacoast of the 
United States as that to which the vessel is 
assigned on its regular service; and 

"(D) it shall stop at other domestic ports 
only for the same time and the same pur
poses as is permitted with respect to a for
eign-flag vessel which 1s carrying passengers 
who embarked at a domestic port. 

"(2) When a passenger vessel is operated 
by another subsidized operator under char
ter from the contractor on cruises author
ized by this section, such cruises must begin 
and end (A) at a domestic port or ports on 
the same seacoast of the United States from 
which the contractor operates or conducts 
the regular service to which the vessel is as
signed, or (B) at a domestic port or ports 
on the same seacoast of the United States 
from which the subsidized operator to whom 
the contractor's vessel is chartered operates 
or conducts its regular service. When aves
sel in being operated on cruises authorized by 
this section by a subsidized operator under 
charter from the contractor: 

'·'(i) it may carry mail between all of such 
domestic ports on such seacoasts and the 
foreign ports on the regular service of such 
subsidized operator; 

"(U) it may carry passengers on a round
trip basis from and to all such domestic ports 
on such seacoasts by way of the foreign ports 
on the regular service of such subsidized op
erator or on the regular service to which the 
vessel is assigned, but may only carry pas
~engers on a one-way basis between ports on 
the regular service of the subsidized opera
tor; 

"(111) it may embark passengers at all of 
such domestic ports on such seacoasts· 

"(iv) it may carry cargo between a domes
tic port or ports on the same seacoast from 
which the subsidized operator operates or 
conducts its regular service and the foreign 
ports on such regular service· and 

"(v) it shall stop at othe~ domestic ports 
on such seacoasts only for the same time 
and the same purposes as is permitted with 
respect to a foreign-flag vessel which is carry
ing passengers who embarked at such do
mestic ports. 

"(3) Section 605(c) of this Act shall not 
apply to cruises authorized under this sec
tion. 

"(d) The Secretary may from time to 
time review the operating-differential sub
sidy contracts entered into under this title 
for the operat~on of passenger vessels, and 
\lpon a finding that operation of such vessels 
upon a service, route or line 1s required 1n 
order to furnish adequate service· on such 
service, route or line, but is not required tor 
the entire year, may amend such contracts 
to agree to pay operating-dUferential sub
sidy to the contractor for operation of such 
vessels on cruises as authorized by this sec
tion, for part or all of the remainder but 
not exceeding one-third of each year, if each 
specific cruise is approved by the Secretary 
under subsections (e) and (f) of this section 

" (e) Upon the application of any con~ 
tractor (in which application the subsidized 
operator to whom a vessel of the contractor 

is to be chartered will join) for approval of 
a specific cruise the Secretary, after notice 
to all other American-flag operators who may 
be affected and after affording all such oper
ators an opportunity to sublnit written data, 
views or arguments, with or without oppor
tunity to present the same orally in any 
manner, and after consideration of all rele
vant matter presented, shall approve the pro
posed cruise if he determines (i) that the 
proposed cruise will not substantially ad
versely affect an existing operator's service 
performed with passenger vessels of United 
States registry and (11) with respect to any 
proposed carriage of mail or cargo under the 
provisions of subsections (c) (2) (i) or (c) 
(2) (iv), that the proposed cruise will not 
substantially adversely affect an existing 
operator's service performed with freight 
vessels of United States registry. Such ap
proval shall not be given more than two 
years in advance of the beginning of the 
cruise. 

"(f) If a vessel 1s to be chartered for a 
service which is to carry mail or cargo under 
the provisions of subsections (c) ( 2) ( i) or 
(c) ( 2) ( i v·) , on a. service, route or line served 
by any citizen or citizens of the United 
States other than the subsidized operator to 
whom the contractor's vessel 1s to be char
tered, no such charter shall be made unless 
the Secretary, in addition to the other de
terminations required by this section, after 
proper hearings of all parties, Shall deter
Inine that the cargo service already provided 
by vessels of United States registry in such 
service, route or line is inadequate; and that 
in the accomplishment of the purposes and 
policy of this Act additional vessels should 
be operated thereon; and no such cbMter 
shall . be made w1 th respect to a vessel to be 
chartered for operation on a service, route 
or line served by two or more citizens of the 
United states with vessels of United States 
registry, if the Secretary shall determine the 
effect of such charter would be to give undue 
advantage or be unduly prejudicial, as be
tween citizens of the United States, in the 
operation of vessels carrying cargo in com
petitive services, routes or lines unless fol
lowing public hearing, due notice of which 
shall be given to each line serving the route, 
the Secretary shall find that it is necessary 
t~ enter into such charter in order to pro
vide adequate cargo service by vessels of such 
United States registry. The Secretary, in de
termining for th.e purposes of this section 
whether cargo services are competitive, shall 
take into consideration the type, size and 
speed of the vessels employed, whether pas
senger or cargo, or combination passenger 
and cargo vessels, the ports or ranges be
tween which they run, the character of cargo 
carried, and such other facts as he may deem 
proper. 

"(g) As used in this section the following 
three are the seacoasts of the United States: 
(1) the Atlantic coast, includiing the Great 
Lakes but excluding the Gulf of Mexico; 
(2) the Gulf of Mexico; and (3) the Pacific 
coast, including Alaska and Hawaii." 

SEC. 2. Section 603(b) of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended (46 u.s.a. 
1173 (b) ) , is amended by inserting after 
::Provided, however, That" the following: 

except with respect to cruises described in 
section 613(c) (2) of this title,". 

SEc. 3. Section 608 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended (46 u.s.a. 
1178) , is amended by inserting immediately 
before the period at the end of the first sen
tence thereof the foUowing: ",except to the 
extent that the operation of such vessel or 
vessels by another subsidized operaltor un
der charter from the contractor for cruising 
purposes is permitted by section 613 of this 
title, in which case no such consent shall be 
required". 

SEc. 4. Section 805(d) of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended (46 u.s.a. 
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1.223 (d) ) , 1s amended by lnsertlng after "or 
t o charter any vessel on which an opera
tional-differential subsidy is to be paid, for 
operation by another person or concern" the 
following: "(except to the extent that the 
chartering of any such vessel is permitted 
under section 613 of this title, in which case 
no consent shall be required).". 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION BILL, 1967-AMEND
MENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 751 

Mr. McGOVERN (for himself, Mr. 
PROXMIRE, Mr. CLARK, and Mr. NELSON) 
submitted amendments, intended to be 
proposed by them, jointly, to the bill 
<H.R. 15941) making appropriations for 
the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1967, and for other 
purposes, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

THE WAR ON POVERTY
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO, 752 

Mr. MURPHY submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to 
the bill <S. 3164) to provide for continued 
progress in the Nation's war on poverty, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare and ordered 
to be printed. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL 
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], and the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] be added as 
cosponsors of S. 3580, a bill to provide 
additional readjustment assistance to 
veterans who served in the Armed Forces 
during the Vietnam era, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS RELATING 
TO SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT 
COMPANY PROGRAM 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

should like to announce that the Small 
Business Subcommittee of the Senate 
Banking and Currency Oommittee will 
hold a hearing on Wednesday, August 
24, 1966, on S. 3695, a bill to amend the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958, 
and for other purposes. The hearing will 
begin at 10 a.m., in room 5302, New Sen
ate omce Building. 

Persons wishing to testify on this 
measure should notify as soon as possible, 
Mr. Reginald w. Barnes, assistant coun
sel, Senate Banking and Currency Com
mittee, 5300 New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20510. Telephone: 
225-3921. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on today, August 16, 1966, he pre
sented to the President of the United 
States the enrolled bill <S. 3484) to 
amend the act of June 3, 1966 <Public 

CXII--1228-Part 15 

Law 89-441, 80 Stat. 192), relating to the 
Great Salt Lake relicted lands. 

THE 44TH INTERNATIONAL CONVEN
TION OF THE AMERICAN HEL
LENIC EDUCATIONAL PROGRES
SIVE ASSOCIATION 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

the American Hellenic Educational Pro
gressive Association, known as AHEPA, 
is holding its 44th supreme convention 
in Washington this week. I was glad to 
note that the convention was opened 
with services conducted by the Most 
Reverend Archbishop Iakovos, the pri
mate of the Greek Orthodox Church of 
North and South America. I am hon
ored to be a member of the honorary 
committee for an all-America tribute to 
His Eminence in September. 

AHEPA, which represents some 46,-
000 American and Canadian citizens of 
Hellenic descent, is renowned for the 
variety of its contribution to worthy and 
charitable causes. 

The fraternity of AHEPA performs a 
valuable function for its members in in
structing them in the fundamentals of 
democratic government and in empha
sizing the duties as well as the rights of 
citizenship in a free soci~ty. ~oth on 
the national and local levels, AHEP A 
urges its members to be contributing 
members of their communities through 
planned civic activity. These are espe
cially fitting purposes for an organiza
tion with its roots in the land where 
democracy was born. We like to think of 
the United States as the best working 
democracy in the modern world. We are 
aided in our efforts to make democracy 
succeed by the work of such groups as 
AHEPA. I congratulate the order and its 
Supreme President Kimon Doukas on the 
occasion of their gathering in the Na
tion's Capital. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, 
meeting in Washington this week for 
their 44th international convention are 
representatives of the 46,000-member 
Order of AHEPA. We are all aware of 
the outstanding contributions to the cul
tural, educational, and civic advance
ment of our country which have been 
made by this organization of Americans 
of Greek origin, and it is my pleasure to 
welcome the AHEPA convention to the 
Nation's Capital. 

As a member of AHEP A and a Geor
gian, I take special pride in the fact th.at 
the order was founded in Atlanta, Ga., 
in 1922, and today the Order of AHEPA 
and its three auxiliaries have a total of 
1,125 chapters in 49 States, the Bahamas, 
Canada, Australia, and Greece. 

Mr. President, it is fitting today to call 
attention to the objectives and purposes 
of the Order of AHEP A which are worthy 
goals for all Americans. 

These are: 
First. To promote and encourage loy

alty of its members to the country of 
which they are citizens. 

Second. To instruct its members in 
the tenets and fundamental principles of 
government. 

Third. To instill a due appreciation of 
the privileges of citizenship. 

Fourth. To encourage interest and ac
tive participation in the political, civic, 
social, and commercial fields of human 
endeavor. 

Fifth. To pledge its members to op
pose political corruption and tyranny. 

Sixth. To promote a better and more 
comprehensive understanding of the at
tributes and ideals of hellenism and Hel
lenic culture. 

Seventh. To promote good fellowship, 
and endow its members with a spirit of 
altruism, common understanding, mu
tual benevolence, and helpfulness to their 
fellow man. · 

Eighth. To endow its members with 
the perfection of the moral sense. 

Ninth. To promote education and 
maintain new channels for facilitating · 
the dissemination of culture and 
learning. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, the 
44th Supreme Convention of the Order 
of AHEPA has convened this week here 
in Washington. I wish to join with 
others of my colleagues in extending to 
the members of AHEPA and their fami
lies the warmest of greetings and wel
come to our Capital City. 

For many years the fine civic and so
cial works of this organization have been 
known and respected throughout this 
country. Its membership is composed 
of Americans of Greek ancestry; but its 
interests are dedicated to the preserva
tion for all people of those principles 
and purposes of ancient Greece which 
are the foundation of civilization as we 
know it. 

I am acquainted with members of this 
organization, some of whom are among 
my most cherished friends. Their lives 
reflect the devotion to good and to the 
betterment of mankind .which are the 
foundation stones of AHEP A. 

To the membership of AHEPA, I ex
tend my sincere good wishes for a suc
cessful convention. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
it is my pleasure to speak in honor of 
AHEPA Week. This organization, which 
has representatives in 49 States and 4 
countries, has as its creed: 

To promote loyalty to the United States 
of America; respect the inalienable rights of 
mankind; strive for the betterment of so- · 
ciety; abhor all political corruption; defend 
and protect all oppressed people everywhere; 
cultivate the noblest attributes and highest · 
ideals of true Hellenism; labor for the per
fection of a moral sense, the spirit of altru
ism and true benevolence; champion the 
cause of education; love God and man, and 
hope for happiness. 

The fine· work that AHEPA has done in 
the past years demonstrates the esteem 
and honor which this organization de
serves. These individuals in their at
tempt to carry on the word of the Hel
lenic culture are perpetuating one of the 
most outstanding culture the world has 
ever known. The Golden Age of Pericles 
produced the seeds of democracy and a 
culture not reached again in the life of 
mankind. 

The efforts of AHEP A to accomplish 
the high goals of humanity and citizen
ship as exemplarized by the Hellenistic 
culture cannot be commended highly · 
enough. Their kindness and - charity, 
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reverence for education, striving for the 
betterment of society and mankind, and 
generally hope for a more· moral world 
and life illustrates the value of this fine 
organization. 

Mr. President, I congratulate AHEPA 
on its record and wish it well for the 
future. 

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. 
President, this week, Washington is host 
to the 44th Supreme International Con
vention of the Order of AHEPA, and 
the Nation's Capital is honored by the 
presence of over 25,000 visiting members. 

I can think of no other order whose 
purposes and objectives are more altru
istic and worthy-no order which strives 
more valiantly for the benefit of all man
kind. It is an order which promotes the 
understanding of fundamental principles 
of government; promotes loyalty to those 
principles and encourages interest and 
active partlcipation in their preserva
tion. The members are pledged to op
pose political corruption and tyranny, 
and in a world where so .many millions 
are ".imprisoned. by the dictates of their 
political masters, AHEPA continues to 
promote the ideals of the Hellenic cul
ture from which democracy sprang. 

We owe the concept of democracy to 
this Hellenic culture, but we owe still 
more to the Greek peoples who have 
carried this priceless legacy to every 
community in which they have settled._ 
And the AHEPANS gathered in Wash
ington this week .are here to tell us that 
this process of dissemination is , being 
carried forward, and will not stop until 
its happy message is spread around our 
troubled earth. 

I know that my colleagues, many of 
whom are members of , the Order of · 
AHEPA, are happy to welcome such an 
outstanding group to the Capital, and 
join with me, in extending t.heir best 
wishes for a most success.ful conv.ention. , 

COMMENDATION OF SENATOR 
MAGNUSON BY AMERICAN LE
GION OF WASHINGTON 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the vet

erans of this Nation owe much to the 
devotion and dedication in their behalf 
of one of our distinguished colleagues, 
the Honorable WARREN G. MAGNUSON, ·of 
the great State of Washington. 

At the 1966 State convention of the 
American Legion, Department of Wash
ington, held in Vancouver, Wash., July 
21 to 23, Senator MAGNUSON was com
mended in a resolution adopted by the 
convention for his distinguished service 
to veterans. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no obJection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
DEPARTMENT OF WASHINGTON 

·Whereas, The Honorable WARREN G. MAG
NUSON, our senior United States Senator, has 
long served the State. of Washington and the 
Nation faithfully and well as a member of 
the Washington State Legislature in 1933; as 
a United States Representative from the 
First District of Washington in the 75th 
through the 78th Congresses; and since 

December 15, 1944, as a member of the 
United States Senate; and 

Whereas, Senator MAGNUSON, as Chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Independent OfHces, 
Senate Committee on Appropriations, has 
over the years supported the American 
Legion's requests for adequate funds for the 
operation of the Veterans. Administration 
and the veterans• benefit programs; and 

Whereas, Senator MAGNUSON consistently 
supports The American Legion's programs, 
including our objective to create a standing 
committee on veterans' affairs in the United 
States Senate; and 

Whereas, Senator MAGNUSON served his 
country as a Lieutenant Commander in the 
Navy in the Pacific Fleet during World War 
II and has since separated from the service 
been a member of the American Legion; 
Now, Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Department of Wash
ington, The American Legion, in regular Con
vention assembled July 21-23, 1966 does 
commend Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON for 
distinguished service to his State and Nation 
and for his understanding and support of 
The American Legion programs of service to 
the veterans of America, and be it 

Further resolved, that this resolution be 
spread upon the record of. this convention 
and that a copy thereof be forwarded to 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON in Washing
ton,D.C. 

CONCLUSIONS OF A STUDY OF U.S. 
INTERVENTION IN THE DOMINI
CAN REPUBLIC r 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be printed 
in the RECORD a recent column written by 
Mr. William S. ' White, pointing out the 
conclusions reached by the Center for 
Strategic Studies of Georgetown Univer
sity through the investigation and find
ings of the rightfulness or wrongness of 
the intervention of the United States in 
the disorders an.d unrest resulting from 
the. revolution in the Dominican Repubiic 
last year. -

The study made by the Center for Stra
tegic Studies .of Georgetown University 
was objective. The membership was 
made up of ifldividu.als of great integrity. 

The findings of the study completely 
rebut all of .the charges made by certain 
Members of the Senate blaming the 
United States for its intervention in the, 
disorders that occurred in the Dominican 
Republic. 

I have asked that this column by Mr. 
William S. White be included in the 
RECORD so that the readers of it will be 
given a<;iditional information about the 
facts related to the United States send
ing troops into the Dominican Republic 
for the protection of the lives of Ameri
c~n citizens and the maintenance of jus
tice. 

The position of the United States was 
right. To have followed a course differ
ent than it did would have been a dis
service to our country and to the people 
of the world who believe in decency and 
justice. 

There peing no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: -

DOMINICAN REPORT-INTEGRITY OF UNITED 
STATES UPHELD 

(By WilliamS. White) 
Hard to believe though at times this is, the 

plain truth does have a way of cutting at 
last through -all the doctrinaire fogs th--rown 

out by lefties and peaceniks whose essential 
creed is that the United States is always 
wrong. 

A case in point is the American interven
tion last year in the Dominican Republic to 
preve::1t, first, a civil war blood bath and, 
second, a possible takeover by Castro 
communism. 

A distinguished and independent panel of 
private experts which cannot possibly be 
waved off as stooges of current American 
foreign policy has now returned a unanimous 
verdict supporting the integrity and the suc
cess of the American action. 

It will evoke no apologies from those un
appeasable Senators who saw in their Gov
ernment's emergency measures only some 
nasty old Yankee interference with "democ
racy" in Latin America. Th.ese Senators
the Fulbrights and their like--are long since 
eagerly off on yet other efforts to find some
thing wrong with this country's efforts in 
other parts of the world. 

Still, the findings of the first absolutely 
qualified and absolutely impartial inquest 
into the Dominican affair will have some 
interest for history at any rate. 

The Center for Strategic Studies of 
Georgetown University asked five people of 
unimpeachable ·credentials to look into the 
intervention in their own way and to seek 
simply the facts. 

Chosen were Willard L. Beaulac, a former 
career Ambassador with long service in Latin 
America; Karl Cerny, chairman of the De
partment of Government at Georgetown; 
Jules Davids, a professor and once a valued _ 
associate of 'President Kennedy; Eleanor 
Lansing Dulles, a former State Department 
ofHcial and a sister of the late Republican 
Secretary of Sta~ John Foster Dulles, and 
Joseph S. Farland, who has served as Am
bassador in both the Dominican Republic 
and Panama. 

Here are their conclusions-and all of their 
conclusions, unabridged: 

"1. There was a serious threat to lives of 
foreign nationals from April 27 on. That 
threat justified the first stage landings on 
April 28 which had as their purpose the 
evacuation of Americans and other foreign
ers. 

""2. The situation became more and more 
chaotic and the number of persons seeking 
evacuation increased rapidly, requiring a sec
ond stage action, the landing of reinforcing 
troops on the 29th. At the request of the 
United States, two meetings of the Council 
of the Organization of American States 
(OAS) were convened .on the same day. The 
Council adopted resolutions calling for a 
cease-fire, appealed for the establishment· of 
an International Safety Zone (ISZ) and sent 
a five-man commission to the Dominican 
Republic. 

"3. A coup had been planned for a later 
date, but was precipitated by a series of un
foreseen events. Communists were linked 
with the earlier planning. Although sur
prised by the timing of the rebellion they 
quickly assumed a leading role in the dis
orders that broke out. Progress in the Com
munist effort to dominate the revolt became 
increasingly evident. The third stage of U.S. 
action which followed, involving additional 
troop landings, was predicated upon this sit
uation and upon the ISZ resolution of the 
OAS. Pursuant to this resolution, the United 
States military established an international 
neutral zone which separated the fighting 
forces and made possible the cessation of 
hostilities. 

"4. There was no widespread popular re
bellion in the Dominican Republic. Disorder 
was almost exclusively confined to the city 
of Santo Domingo. 

"5. American troops had .four objectives. 
These were ( 1) the protection of American 
and other foreign lives. (2) the halting of 
violence. (3) the prevention of a Communist 
seizure of power, and (4) the opening of an 
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option to the Dominican people to choose 
their leaders in a free election. All these 
objectives were attained. 

"6. The United States should have at
tempted to make earlier use of the machinery 
available to the OAS for collective action. 
Such efforts would have reduced the po5-
sib111ty of suspicion and misunderstanding 
of U.S. action. 

"7. The reasons for U.S. landings were in
eptly explained to the public. The failure 
to communicate effectively the rationale for 
its actions had damaging effects in the Unit
ed States and throughout Latin America." 

DR. PATRICIA SMITH, OF SEATTLE, 
AND JOAN BLONIEN AND JEAN 
PLATZ, OF MILWAUKEE-DEDI
CATED WOMEN IN VIETNAM· 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, re

cently, the senior Senator from the State 
of Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE], spoke in 
the Senate of three dedicated American 
women who live and work in Kontum in 
the Montagnard country of Vietnam. 
He told of their heroism and of their un
tiring efforts to provide medical assist
ance to the people of this remote and 
unsophisticated region. The women are 
Dr. Patricia Smith, of Seattle, and Joan 
Blonien and Jean Platz, both nurses 
from Milwaukee. 

I wish to add my congratulations to 
... these women. The work they are doing 
is among the most meaningful of any of 
our Nation's activities in that stricken 
country. 

For the benefit of my colleagues in 
the Congress, I ask unanimous consent 
that a recent article on Dr. Smith, pub
lished in the National Catholic Reporter, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
DR. PAT SMITH-"THE BLOOD .. IS GETTING ON 

THE DOCTOR'' ,· 

(By Mary Elayne Grady) 
SEATTLE.-Although Dr. Patricia Marie 

Smith is already being compared with Dr. 
Tom Dooley, she doesn't seem to have no-
ticed it. · 

"I had never seen an amputation per
formed until I did one myself," she remarked 
with typical self-depreciation during a visit 
to Seatt1e. "My medical COnsUltants are text
'books." 

The 3~-year-old Seattle native came home 
for a fiv.e-week visit after having been in 
Vietnam since ' 1959, but news of her ex
ploits at her "shoestring" hospital in the 
Montagnard hlil c6untry near Kontum, had 
preceded her. Earlier this year, a C.B.S. doc
umentary featured her hospital. · 

Her short" visit to the U.S. was frankly 
promotional. Two Swiss women doctors re
lieved her at Kontum while she came in 
search of recruits for the 40-bed· hospital's 
staff .and for funds. · 

"We need an adequa~e sta1I," she told an 
interviewer. "Our nurses are working 12 
to 14 hours a day, seven days a week. They're 
beat. We .need. doctors; we need laboratory 
technicians." 

The one thing the hospital doesn't partic
ularly need is beds. 

"Our hospital was built as a 40-bed opera
tipn, but it's expandable. Dr. Smith said. 
"We have aver~ed 150 patients during the 
past two months. 

"The Vietnamese don't care much for beds, 
anyway, and often crawl out and sleep •under 
them for fear of falling out." 

Since 1963, Dr. Smith said, more than 
10,000 persons have been registered for treat
ment, and many others were treated but not 
registered for one reason or other. 

The hospital grew out of a 300-pa.tient 
leprosarium started by a French missionary 
nun, Sister Marie Louise. Mission Catho
lique, as it is known, expanded with a small 
dispensary under Dr. Smith, and finally the 
40-bed hospital in 1963. Funds for the has
pi tal came from Misereor, the German 
Bishops' relief organization. 

Funds now come from the Catholic Relief 
services and a number of other sources, 
mainly individuals. Supplies are donated 
by the Catholic Medical Mission board of 
New York, the World Medical Relief of De
troit, the Direct Relief foundation of Cali
fornia and the Joan Blonien club of Mil
waukee. 

The last club is named for one of the three 
American nurses-the others are Jean Platz 
also of Milwaukee, and Barbara Beard, of 
Memphis, Tenn.-who, with five Montagnard 
nuns and six Montagnard boys form the hos
pital's staff. 

Only in recent months has the war in Viet
nam moved close to the Kontum hospital
"We hear guns booming," Dr. ·smith said. 
For the most part, the s·mall hospital's fight 
has been against the usual diseases of the 
medically underprivileged .country. 

She told of taking a child, suffering from a 
bladder stone, from Kontum to another town 
where there was a New Zealand surgical team. 

"The surgeon assisted me and told me what 
to do while I performed the operation," she 
said. "It turned out an right and I've been 
doing that kind ever since." 

Dr. Smith was shown performing such an 
operation earlier this spring in the television 
documentary. She said the patient, a young 
boy, went home a -few days later, in good 
shape. ..,. 

Dr. Smith has great prai&e ,for the Manta
guards, whom she describes as "some o~ the 
finest people in the world." 

"One time a boy, about, 10, came into the 
hospital," she related. "The little tyke had 
a scalp laceration and ·had hit a small artery, 
so the blood was really fiowing. But what 
he said to his mother was 'The blood is get
·ting -on the doctor . . Can ·you wipe it off for 
her?'" 

In the seven years Dr. Smith ~as been i:p. 
Vietnam, word of the medical center has 
spread a.,nd patients now go to it from more 
than 90 trules away. At one time, the staff 
made many village trips, but now most pa
tients are taken to the hospital unless there 
is an emergency. 

Dr. Smith said, "The Montagnards finally 
are beginning to trust Americans and to see 
that medical treatment is a good thing. The 
vast majority, however, still are not getting 
medical care." 

"Tlie Montagnards are some of the sickest 
people in the world. As an example, it is 
estimated that 75 per cent of their children 
die without growing up. The leprosy r~te is 
one of the highest in the world, estimated 
at 7 to 10 per cent of the population. Forty 
per cent of the Montagnards have tubercu
losis, and chronic malaria weakens them to a 
point where they are susceptible to other 
diseases." 

The Montagnard villagers have become pro
tective of the hospital personnel, Dr. Smith 
said. If they think Viet Cong are in the area, 
they carry the sick person out of his village 
to a .Point where there is less danger for the 
medical team. 

A Montagnard boy drives the hospital~s 
ambulance, which, said Dr. Smith, "is held 
together with tape right now. I have a 
Second World War jeep, but we haven't 
driven it in months. One nurse has a two
horsepower European car." 

In Seattle, where Dr. Smith has a brother 
and sister, the family said her decision to 
go to Vietnam came as a surprise. "I didn't 

have the slightest idea," her brother, Gerald, 
said. 

She enrolled in Seattle university, a Jesuit 
school, in 1948, with the intention of becom
ing a journalist, but shifted to pre-medical 
courses in her second year. When she started 
pre-medical courses, she wanted to take up 
psychiatry, but she changed her mind. 

"I thought I'd probably end up needing 
treatment myself," she said. 

A Seattle university faculty member re
calls her as an excellent student who once 
wrote a term paper for his class entirely in 
verse, including footnotes. She was also 
active in the school's hiking club. 

After Seattle, she went to the University 
of Washington School of Medicine, where she 
got her M.D. in 1955, then interned in Cin
cinnati and at the John L. Lewis hospital in 
McDowell, Ky., working with coal miners. 
During 1958, she worked with International 
Grail, a Catholic laywomen's movement, at 
a Puerto Rican settlement in New York 
where she heard about Kontum and volun
teered to go. 

THE DEATH OF THE NEW YORK 
HERALD TRIBUNE, AN AMERICAN 
TRAGEDY 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, as a 

former managing editor of the New York 
Tribune, in the days when it was so ably 
managed by its publisher , and owner. 
Helen Rogers Reid-before it became the 
Herald Tribune, after its merger with 
James Gordon Bennett's Herald-! am 
naturally deeply saddened over the de
mise of that great and historic n~wspa
per. · During its century and a quarter's 
existence, it has played an important role 
in American history, and has, through 
the years, been far more than a New 
York daily, but indeed a national institu
tion. 
~ As a former newspaperman-and once 
a newspaperman, always a newspaper
man_:! am even more saddened by this 
·further example of the tragic trend 
which has caused the .steady disappear
ance of great metropolitan newspapers. 
.so. that almost today, and within a fore
seeable time in the very near future, we 
may expect only lone newspapers, one 
in the morning and one in the evening, 
sur.viving in our major cities, thus con
stituting a virtual newspaper monopoly. 
The adverse aspect of monopoly is fur
ther aggravated by the fact that today 
most metropolitan newspapers also own 
radio and television stations, a ~situation 
which obviously is not desirable. if the 
public is to receive the .diversity of news 
and comment which is an essential con
comitant and ingredient of the demo
cratic process in our free society. 

With the disappearance of the New 
York Tribune, the great metropolitan 
city of Greater New York, with its popu
.lation of perhaps 8 million people, is 
apparently to be limited to four, if not 
fewer, newspapers-the New York Times 
and the N'ew York· News in the morning 
and the New York Post and the prospec
tive ·amalgam of the Journal-American 
and World-Telegram in the afternoon. 
What a great change from the days 
when I was a New York newspaper edi
tor. At that time, New York City had 14 
newspapers, half morning and half eve
ning, not to count the Brooklyn Eagle. 
in itself a respectable daily. If you lost 
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your job on one newspaper, you walked 
across the street for another. And they 
were great newspapers, such as Charles 
Dana's Sun, Pulitzer's World, morning 
and evening, with that greatest of all
time editorial writers, Frank Cobb, to 
name only a few of the vanished lumi
naries. They recorded history and they 
also made history. They reported and 
appraised important events, formed pub
lic opinion, and helped formulate na
tional policy. 

It is obvious that the trend to con
solidation and elimination has been ac
celerated by the competition for the ad
vertiser's dollar of radio and television. 
But that is not the real or the whole 
cause of this journalistic necrology. The 
real cause lies in the stupidity of the 
personnel of some of the mechanical de
partments, with their excessive feather
bedding and their short-sighted and 
asinine refusal to face the realities that a 
newspaper losing money or barely break
ing even cannot afford to pay steadily 
increasing wages and to countenance 
featherbedding costs. For years the 
Typographical Union has pursued a 
wholly unsound practice, which .is known 
in the newspaper world as · "printing 
bogus." That means that whenever an 
advertisement comes to a newspaper in 
plate form, a procedure desired by virtu
ally all national advertisers so that their 
advertisements may appear uniformly 
throughout the country, the union has 
compelled that advertisement to be set 
up in type, to be proofread, to be cor
rected, and then to be thrown away. 
The lack of concern of the employees of 
the mechanical departments toward the 
great public service aspects of a news
paper is at the bottom of this dimculty. 
They have never apparently sensed ef
fectively . a feeling of responsibility for 
this essential contributor to and bulwark 
of our free society-a free press. · They 
have blindly run up the costs, regardless 
of what the tramc would bear. They 
have caused the suspension of newspa
pers for weeks on end, and eventually 
killed them. They have deprived the 
public of one of the essential commodi
ties of a free society. They have caused 
this to happen again and again in New 
York and throughout our larger cities. 

And by their actions, they have 
brought about the loss of employment 
of countless newspaper feature and edi
torial writers, reporters, columnists, copy 
desk editors, rewrite men, and the others 
who, with love of their craft and dedica
tion to it, have tried to make journalism 
a profession. But others, who care noth
ing for all this, have finally dug the 
grave of newspaper after newspaper, in
cluding their own, for with it has been 
the termination of their own employ
ment. 

It is well known that a paper like the 
New York Times, an institution of 
unique and superlative merit and an es
sential necessity, operates on something 
approximating, or less than, 1 percent 
profit on its investment and operating 
costs. And yet these obvious facts have 
left the strikers in the mechanical de
partments completely indi:tferent and un
moved. 

The final blow which caused the de
mise of the New York Tribune was when 
one of the ·various mechanical unions, 
which have been OI:l strike for months, 
even refused to agree to a factfinding 
inquiry. -

Mr. John Hay Whitney, who has 
poured millions of dollars into that paper 
in the hope of keeping it alive, was forced 
reluctantly, after -months of patient en
deavor and further heavy financial loss, 
to the inevitable conclusiop. But his 
long, unselfish efforts in behalf of his 
associates in that newspaper enterprise 
and of others, as well as the public, 
should not go unnoticed or unappreci:
ated. 

Radio and-television are of tremendous 
value to our society, but they are not 
substitutes for the printed word, which 
obviously can be read and reread, 
clipped, filed, and retained for perma
nence. The newspaper story or item does 
not have the fleeting quality of a radio 
broadcast or a television show. 

Our society needs all of these methods 
of communication, but as of now, the 
heyday of the newspaper and its great, 
constructive role in the development of 
our America, is drawing to an end. The 
American people are the losers thereby. 

REV. HIRO HIGUCHI, BUILDER OF 
CHURCHES AND MEN 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the 
Reverend Hiro Higuchi, minister of the 
Manoa Valley Church in Honolulu, is a 
builder of churches and men. As a chap
lain with the 442d Infantry Regimental 
Combat Team in World War n, he was 
awarded the Legion of Merit and the 
Italian Cross of Military Valor. 

The construction boom is only the second 
wind for the Hilo-born minister who becam~ 
an almost legendary chaplain of the 442nd 
regiment during World War II. 

"This is what I like," said the 59-year-old 
·Higuchi, laying aside his hammer. 

"I'm not a good :preacher, but I like to or
ganize and build." 

Almost all who know Higuchi would dis
agree with his evaluation of his speaking 
abiUty, but none · could doubt his ab111ty to 
get everyone out to build. 

The Reverend James P. Merseberg, who 
took over the pastorate of Pearl City Com
munity Church after Higuchi, agrees. 

"There is no one who was in Pearl City 
when the clturch was built who doesn't re
member the energy. he put into building the 
church," he sa.id. 

EVERYONE GOT INTO THE ACT 
"Businessmen, veterans, school kids, they 

were all involved." 
Besides the Pearl City Church, which was 

completed in 1959, Higuchi-also spearheaded 
the construction of the Waipahu United 
Church of Christ in 1950. 

Between those jobs he sparked the com
munity of Waimea, Kauai, into building its 
own regulation sized community swimming 
pool. Later he helped the Lions Clubs build 
the visitors' pav111on at Waimano Home. 

Like his other churches the Manoa Valley 
Church is being built by volunteer help-
church members, veterans of the 442nd, the 
local Lions Club, Sunday School parents and 
community volunteers. 

"One man just walked on the site and 
asked if he could help," Higuchi said. "I 
didn't say anything; just handed him a 
hammer." 

The new church will boast a dramatically 
designed chapel which will seat 250. Behind 
and beside it will be a fully equipped gym
nasium, social hall, 26 classrooms, ofllces, 
kitchen and basketball courts. · 

Work on the project was begun last Octo
ber. Higuchi hopes it will be partially usable 
by next January. 

"We will just keep building until we run 
out of money," he said. · In those perilous days he was a com

fort and an inspiration to men at war. 
Today, at 59, he COntinUeS to giVe aid BULK OJ' THE WORK BY VOLUNTEERS 
and comfort to his people and to inspire Most of the work is being done by the vol-
th to te -A' rts i th un1 unteers, although professionals are working 

em grea r e.u.o n e comm ty. 1 t 1 it d lumbing 
Re rte T i Within to tl d 

on masonry, e ec r c y an p . 
po r on g n recen Y e- Much of the materials for the buildings 

scribed his activities in an article pub- . were donated, and all the heavy machinery 
lished in the Honolulu Star-Bulletin. was lent by construction companies. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti- saturday and sunday when most volun-
ele be printed in full in the RECORD. teers show up the construction area is crawl-

There being no objection, the article ing with men, each with a spec11lc job. 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, Around the buildings women clean up the 
as follows: debris and prepare the ground for landscap

ing. 
ACTS AS FOREMAN ON MANOA VALLEY PROJECT: 
THIS MINISTER BUILDS HIS OWN CHURCHES 

(By Toni Withington) 
Activity swarmed around the construction 

area. 
"Building a church?" a passerby asked one 

c·arpenter sawing planks. 
"Sure." 
"On Sunday? What does your minister 

say?" 
"That's him up there,'' the carpenter said 

pointing to a man bracing himself against 
dif!.gonal beams high above the ground. 

Clad in a hard hat, shorts and a carpen
ter's apron the Reverend Biro Higuchi 
whacked nails into crossbeams. 

Higuchi has been whacking nails and mix
ing mortar for many years. The Manoa Val
ley Church, now under construction, will be 
the third church he has built and his fifth 
major construction project. 

DO-IT-YOURSELF PHILOSOPHY 
Higuchi is a minister with a do-it-yourself 

phi~osophy. · 

On the porch of an adjoining old wooden 
frame building, ot~er women keep a hearty 
.buffet table going all day. 

During the week Higuchi finishes ofllce 
work, tak~s care of visitations and prepares 
the Sunday .service during the morning. In 
the afternoon, he dons his work clothes and 
keeps building. 

"No, I've never studied construction work. 
My only background in building was watch
ing the soldiers in the Army," he said. 

"They were magnificent. They could as
semblEJ anything just by finding a p~rt here 
and a part there." 

SERVICES IN RENTED CHAPEL 
On Sunday the church members meet for 

services in a small chapel up the valley that 
they have rented for years from Kawaiahao 
Church. 

"We hold services early on Sunday tben 
right after that everyone comes out here to 
work," Higuchi said. 

Although the architect estimated the 
buildings ~should cost a total of $350,000, Hl-
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guchi says the volunteers wm build it !or 
$200,000. 

"That's all the money we have," he added. 
The 120 members of the church have been 

talking about building a church for more 
than 10 years. 

Higuchi admits that he had construction 
1n mind when he went to the church in 1964. 

"Every man has his own work," he said. 
"I like to build. Just because I'm a minister 
doesn't mean I shouldn't build. 

"When a chu:r:ch gets big-the services are 
crowded and the Sunday Schools filled-1; get 
the !eeUng I don't have anything to do." 

SHRUGS OFJ' RECENT CRITICISM 

Higuchi shrugs aside recent criticism from 
Mainland seminaries that churches should 
spend less time building their own structures 
and more energy trying to reach the com
munity. 

"The church should be the community 
center," he said. "It should be used for wor
ship, recreation, meetings and education. 

"We can do many things with a bulldlng 
we can't do now. When we are done every 
family in the valley can use it for one or 
a dozen activities. 

"That's why all these community groups 
are helping us. They have been waiting_ !or 
a long time for a community center in this 
area." 

Higuchi hopes some day to use the build
ings !or a nursery and kindergarten, adult 
education classes, vocation testing and train
ing and dozens of recreational activities. 

The church was organized In 1917 as a 
mission of Central Union Church. In 1951 
the church, which is aftUiated with the 
United Church of Christ, broke its official 
ties with the parent church. 

Besides Pearl City and Waipahu churches, 
Higuchi helped organize the Ewa Community 
Church. He was also pastor of Waimea 
(Kaual) Christian Church. 

He has been active in prison work serv
ing as director of education and rellgion at 
Oahu Prison. A vocal member of the State 
Board of Paroles ·and Pardons, he resigned in 
a dramatic move during a heated controversy 
between the warden and director of social 
services in 1960. 

Higuchi was the only merober of the Gov
ernor's prison site advisory committee who 
voted to keep the prison on Oahu rather than 
moving It to MauL 

His active and continued lnterest in vet
eran and reserve affairs continue to win him 
honors from these organizations. 

WAS DECORATED IN ITALY 

"While on duty with the 442nd In Italy, 
Higuchi was awarded the Legion of Merit 
and the Italian Cross of Military Valor. 

He is chairman of the disabled American 
Veterans' Keehi Lagoon memorial project. 

As a colonel in the Army reserve he has 
served as a chaplain here and in Asia. Dur
ing a tour of duty in Thailand in 1963 he 
began projects to help an orphanage in Karat 
and a school in a nearby vlllage. 

"Veterans have helped with every church. 
It makes me feel good that they remember 
me from the war days," he said. 

Higuchi and his wife, Hisako, live on Halawa 
Drive. They have two children, Peter, 29, and 
Mrs. Royce S. (Jane) Fukunaga, 23. 

Three years ago he was named Father of 
the Year in Religion. 

Higuchi things the Manoa church will be 
the last he builds. 

"Next year I will be 60 years old. I won't 
be able to cllmb ladders to high places then," 
he said. 

"I really want to try to get_ the community 
to come to use our church. After we are 
finished building, I want to work on build
ing up the membership." 

Men of the 442nd don't believe this is 
Higuchi's last church. 

"Every year I promise them I won't build 
any more churches. Every one Is the last." 

PRESERVING :PARKS AND HISTORIC 
SITES 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
our Federal-aid highway progljUll has 
given America the greatest highway sys
tem in the world. Americans can travel 
by car and bus with great ease and 
speed. And with the coming completion 
of the Interstate System it will be easier 
and more comfortable still. Anyone who 
has traveled over -these great steel and 
concrete ribbons can only marvel at the 
engineering sklll of those who designed 
and built them. They are wonders of 
efficiency. Tens of thousands of cars can 
travel effortlessly at many different 
speeds, all along the same smooth road. 

At the same time that we are creat
ing a great engineering masterpiece, we 
should also be aware of a great problem 
with which we are confronted. High
ways take land, and in a country with a 
rapidly growing population, land be
comes an increasingly scarce and pre
cious resource. This is especially true 
of land which, once spoiled, can never be 
replaced, such as land which contains 
parks and historic sites. In some cases 
it must be admitted, there may be n~ 
feasible alternative to the use of such 
land for a highway, and if we have de
cided we must have the highway, then 
we must reluctantly include as part of 
our decision the use of such land for the 
highway, although we should make a 
maximum effort to minimize the damage. 

In many cases, however, there are 
feasible alternatives to the use of park 
land and historic site land. In those 
cases I do not see why the alternative 
should not be used and the park or his
toric.site be spared. 

That is why I introduced an amend
ment to the Federal Highway Act which 
would create a national policy to preserve 
Federal, State, and local government 
parklands and historic sites, and the 
beauty and historic value of such lands 
and sites. The amendment authorizes 
the Secretary of Commerce to cooperate 
with the States in developing highway 
plans and pr<;>grams which carry out this 
policy. After July 1, 1968, the Secretary 
would not approve any Federal aid high
way programs which require the use of 
such parklands and historic sites unless 
there is no feasible alternative, and the 
program includes all possible planning to 
minimize any resulting harm to the park 
or site. 

The amendment has been adopted by 
the Senate in S. 3155, the Federal High
way Amendments of 1966, and now goes 
to a Senate-House conference. 

I have already inserted into the RECORD 
considerable supporting evidence for this 
amendment, beginning on page 17631 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of July 29, 
1966. I now ask unanimous consent to 
insert and print in the RECORD at this 
point another article on this subject, a 
very informative article from the July
August 1966 issue of Audubon magazine, 
by Mr. William F. Wing, under the title 
"The Concrete Juggernaut." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE CONCRETE JuGGERNAUT--MUST TREAS

URED OPEN SPACE BE CRUSHED IN ITS 
PATH? 

(By William G. Wing) 
(The Author, W1lliam G. Wing, veteran 

correspondent of the New York Herald 
Tribune, is a specialist on conservation and 
natural resource subjects.) 

The scene from the bus was like a classic 
battle painting-Napoleon's legions on the 
heLght at Jena. It was midwinter. In the 
heavy morning mist, knots of men dotted the 
lon.g white slope, clustered around giant 
machines like art1llery, men serving field 
pieces. 

The machines were hammering at the rock 
under the snow, rhythmic puffs of steam 
rising into the mist. Around the foot of the 
slope, trucks and derricks and the heavy 
equipment of a mechanized force rumbled. 

Framed by the heavy mist and the fog on 
the bus window, the scene had a sweep and 
power which is in no way conveyed by the 
fact the men were road bullders, working on 
Route 80, a new expressway in New Jersey. 

They were cutting and blasting through 
the crown of the Hudson Palisades, basaltic 
trap rock which is a textbook example of 
natural resistance. The rock had resisted 
weathering, glaciers and every other natural 
force for 100 ·m1llion years. Now it was be
ing sliced like a Holland cheese so a wedge 
100 feet deep could be removed to let the ex
pressway through. 

Highway builders changed that ancient 
crag more in a few months than the forces 
of nature had since the Jurassic period. En
gineers had reached this ab111ty to alter the 
face of the land in just a few generations, 
their skills sharpened by the public works 
of peace and the tactical . needs of global 
warfare. 

Today, the road. builders represent ir
resistible power. They accomplish feats that 
once belonged to mythology alone-moving 
mountains, shifting rivers, leaping chasms. 
They stand ready, it seems, to lattice the 
face of the earth with concrete. 

Theirs is an awesome force. It 1s the force 
that must be reckoned with, increasingly, by 
those concerned with preserving natural re
sources in America. 

Conservationists have long battled with 
lumber merchants ravaging forests, indus
tries befouling rivers, land speculators dedi
cated to the quick buck, and, more recently, 
big federal agencies such as the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Recla
mation. These have been almost traditional 
foes. Road builders haven't been in the same 
league. 

Though the biggest' jump in highway oon
structio!l mileage did occur from 1904 to 
1921, road building was rarely a gargantuan 
force until the superhighway era. Despite 
the network of early roads, the impact on the 
countryside was gradual. The roads were 
narrow, and many were unpaved. There was 
a lot of open land. If a good fishing stream 
was blocked or a grove of hickory trees was 
slashed by the road builders, you could go a 
11 ttle farther and find another stream and, 
maybe, other hickories. Compared to the 
great reclamation and dam-bullding projects 
of the '30's, road building was a minor land
scape changer. 

Now the balance is altered. As space be
comes scarcer, highways become wider. Any 
fishing stream or hickory grove knocked out 
now may be the last in 20 counties. The 
roads themselves are no longer modest; they 
are dominating. They no longer meekly fol
low the topography, because engineers can 
put them anywhere--over, under, around and 
through. Roads rival all other engineering 
projects. 
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Federal aid to the states for highways is 
now approximately $4 billion a year. In com
parison, the U.S. Army Oorps of Engineers 
gets about $1.2 billion for public works and 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation about a third 
of a. b11lion. 

Furthermore, the highway force is aggres
sive. No other activity so constantly threat
ens and intrudes into nature sanctuaries as 
does highway planning. And no force is 
harder to reckon with. 

Sheer magnitude is the chief reason. The 
mountain of dollars spent on vehicles and 
roads each year is approaching 100 billion. 
If money makes the mare go, this ,mare must 
go fast. Too many incomes, too many re
turns, are at stake to brook much oppositi9n. 
Since America discovered the automobile, 
nothing has been too good for the famlly car 
and truck. Roads are going wherever Amer
icans want to go. State highway departments 
have become all-powerful and nearly immune 
to public pressure. 

Who ·can make the routes swerve to avoid 
valuable open space? 

American highway builders are now a little 
past the middle of an advanced course called 
the National ··System of Interstate and De
fense lllghways. When the program started, 
President Dwight D. Eisenhower described it 
as the biggest public works project in his• 
tory. The claim hasn't been challenged., 
Beside the Interstate ·highway · program, the 
other massive e.nglneering works of man
kind-the Pyramids, Great Wall of China, 
Suez and Panama canals, Noah's Ark and 
even the Tower of Babel-al'e small-scale 
operations. 

The facts about American road building 
are much too vast to be absorbed easily. 
Road building is the biggest business in 
Anierica.. It is the biggest tax-supported 
domestic program. One ' of _ every seven . 
Americans has a job connected with high
way transportatiQn.. One of every slx busi
nesses is connected with highway transpor
tation. The operations of seven of the ten 
biggest corpora:tions in the world (three .au
tomobile manufacturers and four oil com
panies) are based on highway transporta
tion. 

The Federal Bureau of Public Roads esti
mates highway users spent $96 million last 
year to own and operate vehicles. About 12 
per cent of this total went into highways. 
This 12 per cent is an amount almost 800 
times greater than the price we paid France 
for one-quar-ter of the United States, the 
Louisiana. Purchase slice from Montana to 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

One would imagi~e from seeing the Gen
eral Motors Corp. Flituramaat the New York 
World's Fair that the spending and con
struction limits aren't even in sight. One 
diorama, you may remember, showed a cara
van of machines of the future moving 
through a jungle in a nonstop clearing-and
paving operation. The machine in front 
knocks out trees and vegetation with laser 
beams; the machine at the end excretes the 
ribbon of concrete. · 

What word comes to mind? Juggernaut? 
Unlike the irresistible monster of lllndu lore, 
however, the modern Juggernaut leaves a 
permanent trail. lllghway supervisors say 
a modern highway has a life expectancy of 
only 25 years, but it hardly seems arguable 
that, as a change in the landscape, high
ways are permanent. Once laid, paved roads 
tend to stay laid. 

General Motors did not have a diorama 
showing an error-correcting caravan, the 
front machine gobbling up concrete, middle 
machines plowing and fert111zing, and a rear 
machine spewing a trail of violets. In the 
matter of permanence, look at history. Con
sidering the fact that traffic st111 moves along 
parts of the Appian Way, the Roman engi
neers who selected the route 2,285 years ago 
can be said to have made a fairly permanent 
decision. 

In the United Stflltes there are about 3.6 
mil11on mues of roads, which figures out to 
a mile of road for every square mile in the 
country. The peculiar significance of the 
Interstate system, however, lies not in its 
mileage but in the impact of its immense 
rights-of-way. The interstate system will add 
only one per cent to the country's total 
highway ~leage---41,000 miles by 1972. 
However • its effect on the landscape wm be 
much greater than that would seem to in
dictate, for two reasons: 

( 1) Three-fourths of the Interstate routes 
will be through new tenitory, and (2) the 
Interstate expressway rights-of-way tend to 
be about ten times wider than .the old high
way rights-of-way, which were about 33 feet 
wide. 

Before the Interstate program began in 
1956, the amount of land in rights-of-way 
was estimated by some economists at 15 I¢1-
lion acres, which is about the size of West 
Virginia. Going by the asSUiruption that In
terstate rights-of-way average about 30 acres 
a mlle, they speculated that the program 
might add another million acres to the total. 
The Bureau of Public Roads doesn't keep fig
ures on the acreage of the system, or, if it 
does, it doesn't give them out readily
presumably because they lead to what the 
bureau considers grossly exaggerated charges 
about land gobbling. 

Ironiea.lly, there. is a magnetism that draws 
these wide swaths of expressways toward 
plfllees where they are not wanted. The mag
netism attracting highways to watercourses, 
which are easily damaged, is that stream beds 
fl,U'nish the easiest routes through rugged 
country. The magnetism of parkland or 
state forestland is that it is open, "unde
veloped" and already in public hands. 

"The problem up tto 'this poin.t has been 
this phllosophy," George B. Hartzog, Jr., di
rector of the National Park Service, said at 
the 1965 White House Conference on Na.t
ural Beauty, "that if it is a park, it is free, 
and, certainly, if it is a park, it is open. 
So it is easy. 

"Somehow, they [the highway planners] 
seem to be able to find a blue pencil that hits 
the green spot." 

Some prime examples: 
Route 17, New York's Quickway, is being 

reconstructed for 18 miles along America's 
most famous trout st:t~eam, the Beaverkill and 
Willowemoc Creek in the catskill Mountains. 

This is the stream where dryfly fishipg is 
believed to have originated in the United 
States. The fight to prevent construction in 
the creek valley failed, but it produced 
changes in design to lessen the effects on the 
stream. The fight also produced a classic 
quote. 

A delegation from New York went to Wash
ington to plead that federal money, which is 
financing 90 per cent of the cost of the proj
ect, should not be used to harm the Beaver
kill, a national resource. To this a federal 
offi.cial replied: 

"What makes you believe a river is more 
important than a concrete highway?" 

Interstate Route 40 is scheduled to cut 
through Overton Park in Memphis, Tenn. 
Overton, according to a national conserva
tion official who went out to have a look, is a 
"jewel" among city parks. 

Oklahoma Route 9 is planned for reloca
tion through the Oliver Wildlife Refuge of 
the University of Oklahoma at Norman. 

City officials at Key West, Fla., are pushing 
for a second highway to the mainland which 
would slice through Everglades National 
Park. 

California Route 89 may be extended along 
the western shore of Lake Tahoe, requiring 
deep cuts in the mountains along the most 
picturesque side of the lake. 

The Alabama Highway Department is st111 
pushing td route Interstate 65 through 
Wheeler National Wildlife Refuge in north
ern Alabama. This refuge on one of the 

Tennessee Valley Authority lakes has been 
highly successful in attracting wildfowl. The 
proposed route would bisect feeding and 
resting areas used by as many as 50,000 geese 
and double that number of ducks. 

Since 90 per cent of the cost will be paid 
from federal funds, an appeal was made to 
the U.S. BUreau of Public Roads to support 
an alternate route, a few mlles away, which 
was suggested by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. Rex M. Whitton, federal highway 
adininistraw, commented tn a letter to a 
congressional group: 

"Here again 'the issue is wlldlife versus 
people * •· * The conservation groups have 
opposed ~Y .cr~sing of. the area and have 
suggested that w.e adopt an indirect routing 
which would increase costs by several mil
lions 'of dollars and travel distance by several 
miles * * * I cannot believe that the wel
fare of wildlife should ~e given a priority 
over ·that of our citizenry, nor the national 
defense' effort in the area involved." 

These are but a handful of the conflicts 
constantly occurring between those who 
route highways and thbse who try to pre
serve open space. The citations do not even 
include the . cause celebre of modern con
filets, the fight to keep the new U.S. 101 
freeway out of California's Prairie Creek 
Redwoods State Park. , ' ·' · 

This battle appears to have ended i·n vic
tory for conservationists--an unprecedented 
reversal of a decision by California's power
ful State 'Highway Commi-ssion. The free
way,_ at the moment, anyway, is not to enter 
the coastal park but bypass it. on a route 
proposed by conservationists. 

California has other 'contlicts, however. 
Among states with __ auto troubles, California 
is the archetype. It spend.s far more on 
htgh'}"ays than any other state (well over 
a biUion dollar·s a year), and it contains a 
combination that guarantees confiictirig 
forces and value~pectacular scenery, a 
rising ·populatior,t and a desperate need for 
roads. 

The state also boasts a popular reootion 
against road ... building ' methods called "the 
freeway . revolt." If the state needs roads, 
you may ask, how can opposition be any
thing but obstruction--or ~·reactionary op
position" as indefatigable road and .bridge 
bulld~r ~bert Moses recently termed it 
when talking about his adversaries in a New 
York City situation. A distinction is needed, 
and it will ,also explain the viewpoint of this 
article: · 

No reasonable person is against a transpor
tation system" any more than he is against 
bread and mllk. High-ways are vital. But 
at a time when the value of natural re
sources is increasing, because of scarcity, the 
question of where highways are to be put 
is just as vital as provision for the highways 
themselves. , · 

Let us make it clear, then, that the effect 
of expressways on the land and on the nat
ural world is not incidental and :temporary 
but extensive and -long-lasting. 

The effects of highways on streams can be 
catastrophic. These have been well cata
logued: 

Highways come to stream beds because of 
easy grades and, sometimes, because the 
streams furnish gravel. A meandering 
stream creates expense, however, because of 
the cost of bridges to jump the loops. 
Usually it is cheaper to dig a new, short, 
straight course for the stream and lay the 
highway beside it. The meander is expend
able-but, alas, the meander may furnish 
not only charm but the habitat of game 
fish as well. Eliminating the bends can turn 
a trout stream into a chute. 

In Placer County, California, for instance, 
the Division of Highways relocated the ·fish
able South Fork of the Yuba River to make 
way for Route 40. Out of two and one
quarter miles of river, 5,045 feet-almost a 
mile-was eliminated. The Department of 
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Fish and Game tried to save as many fish 
as it- could, recommending "stiimlations" to 
the contractor, but as an official of the de
partment wrote later: 

"This did not work out in practice, mainly 
because the contractor's interpretation of 
'reasonable precautions' to protect the 
stream was far different from the depart
ment's. Despite all that the local game 
warden and fisheries personnel could do, 
the trout population in the project area and 
as far downstream as Lake Spaulding was 
destroyed." 

A survey of 24 Montana streams showed 
78.4 miles of stream had been lost to high
way and railroad construction. The na
tionalloss from straightening meanders must 
be in the thousands of miles. 

A notable campaign against this practice 
has been waged by U.S. Sen. LEE METCALF Of 
Montana. As part of his "SOS: Save Our 
Streams" campaign, he published numerous 
Incidents of destruction in the CoNGRES-

· SIONAL REcORD. Hearings before the Spe
cial Subcommittee on Public Roads, of which 
he is a member, developed further testimony 
on stream loss. 

Because state fish and game departments 
keep careful records of some :fl..shing streams, 
it was possible for witnesses to cite precise 
before-and-after data for rivers in North 
Carolina, Michigan, Oklahoma and Califor
nia. The effect of stream straightening, silt, 
and loss of vegetation and spawning grounds 
on game fish was drastic. In firing squad 
terminology, it was the coup de grllce. 

The effects of highways on land areas are 
less well documented, but-some are obvious: 

One effect is caused by the divisiveness of 
a ,modern highway, which can split an area 
as effectively as a wall. One factor in the 
Prairie Creek Redwoods State ,Park case, for 
instance, was the need to preserve the unity 
of a complete biotic system. Prairie Creek is 
the only publicly owned parcel of coast red-

.,wood forest that can be considered an eco
logical unit. All of the watershed is within 

· the park, which includes, as well, ocean 
beach, bluffs, creek bottom and upland for
est. The sophisticated interworkings of thi& 
system have evolved over millenia and can be 
studied and enjoyed for millenia more. A 
freeway down the middle or along the beach, 
it was feared, would destroy the integrity of 
a natural masterpiece. 

Highways alter drainage systems, with con
sequent changes in vegetation and habitat. 

Erosion is a serious danger during con
struction in rugged country. Dr. William A. 
Nlering, director of the Connecticut Arbore
tum, at New London, has spoken of the dan
ger to a unique ecological system at Mt. 

· Graham, near Tucson, Ariz., caused by ero
sion resulting from road building. To con
trol erosion of hillsides in California's Golden 
Gate area, engineers sometimes use elaborate 
terra9ing. The end result is spectacular but 
a long way from the original. 

Among other effects of highways is the 
slaughter of wildlife by cars when roads cut 
migration routes of big game in the West or 
deer trails in the East. In Michigan, to cite 
just one example, a record 6,052 whitetailed 
deer perished on highways in 1965; the dam
age to vehicles was estimated at $1.2 million. 
Many of these deer-car collisions occurred on 
superhighways. 

Loss of nesting areas, introduotion of ex
otic plants to roadsides, damage from road
side spraying, and, psychologically, distress 
from a road's being too obtrusive in a quiet 
countryside--these are additional results of 
highway building. 

The effoots of highways on ecology--out
side of stream d~age--seem to have re
markably little documentation. The scien
tific community is slow in supplying data for 
an intelligent understanding of the subject. 
, Just how this lack of hard facts hampers 
efforta to preserve valuable land is indicated 
in another paragraph of the letter from Fed-

eral Highway Commissioner Whitton. quoted 
earlier in connection with the Wheeler refuge 
case. Mr. Whitton issued the challenge this 
way: 

"Aotually, we are unaware of just how this 
highway is considered to be detrimental to 
the continued operation of the refuge. We 
have conscientiously sought for cases where 
a highway through such areas has damaged 
the area's usefulness and have found none. 
There are no 'before and after' examples 
known to us or to the Bureau of Sport Fish
eries and Wildlife. Contrarily, many ex
amples are in existence which show other
wise. Other than the reduction of the area 
by the amount needed for the highway we 
find no effeot to this area." ' 

Let us pray the "before and after" exam
ples Mr. Whitton was unable to find are 
somewhere being assembled. Meanwhile, it 
hardly requires scientific proof to make the 
point toot highways have far-reaching effects 
on the natural world. · ' 

Highways also have a pervasive influence 
on national life. Hardly a corner rexnains 
unaffected. A mark of the times is the great 
upwelling of cries from so many different 
parts of society that since the effects of high
ways are universal, monumental and ever
lasting, their planning requires a wider out
look than the traffic engineer's. 

"The major highway is increasingly , re
garded as a tyrant, unresponsive to public 
values, disdainful of the people it purports 
to serve." 

So states a provocative little booklet called 
A COMPREHENSIVE HIGHWAY ROUTE SELECTION 
METHQD, prepared unqer the direction of 
Philadelphia landscape architect Dr. Ian 
McHarg, of the UniverE¥ty of Pennsylva.nia. 
It continues: 

"The cause can be simply i(ientified. ,lt 
lies in the inadequacy of the criteria for route 
selection ... The objective of an improved 
method should be to incorporate social val
ues, resource val\leS, aesthetic values in ad
dition to the normal criteria of physiographic, 
traffic and engineering considetations. In 
short, the method should reveal the highway 
alignment· having the maximum social ben
efit and the minimum social cost." 

Some steps have been taken. After prod
ding by Sen. METCALF, Rep. JoHN D. DING
ELL of Michigan, and others, the Bureau of 
Public Roads issued a policy directive to the 
states in 1964 requiring consultation between 
highway departments and state wildlife 
agencies on federally financed projects. 

In testimony before Sen. METCALF's sub
committee, a professional observer said the 
directive had accomplished some good. But 
the witness. Richard H. Stroud of the Sport 
Fishing Institute, added: 

"The few beneficial incidents, where sig
nificant realignment of highway routes or 
other modifications beneficial to fish and 
wildlife resource needs have occurred, have 
resulted more from the effects of intense 
pressure exerted on highway departments by 
an aroused local citizenry than from any na
tional consideration of injury to the affected 
resources." 

A third major factor, in addition to the 
effects on the natural world and the effects 
on our national life, that characterizes high
way development comes from what might be 
called the Great American Assumption: 
That wherever you want to go, there you 
should be carried in an automobile. 

This assumption holds that if the public 
is to enjoy its great scenic wonders, it must 
be able to enjoy them from an automobile 
seat. This means roads in wild areas-a 
practice which could destroy the resource 
the park is trying to exhibit. Extreme cuts 
and fills--and erosion-attendapt on new 
roads in Great Smoky Mountains National 
Park is evidence of the danger. . . 

The pressure has also led to a split among 
the planners of public recreation into what 
might be called the Car and No Car schools. 

One school holds that the car and highway 
are only means of getting to the recreation 
area; the other holds that the trip is the 
recreation. 

This, in turn, has led to an evolution in 
highway philosophy of great import--"great 
import" meaning billions of dollars in future 
spending. 

It now is an axiom in Washington that 
"driving is the nation's most popular form 
of outdoor recreation." A great deal of fed
eral planning is being influenced by this be
lief, it appears. This needs challenging. 

As a consequence, the President's Recrea
tion Advisory Council-not a highway board 
but a recreation council-asked the Com
merce Department to make a study for a 
national system of scenic roads and park
ways. The study should soon be publis}led 
and available for public discussion. 

The study envisions a very big program 
which might include both federal aid state 
parkways and national park drives, such as 
the Washington Country and Cumberland 
parkways. Speculation is that planners are 
thinking of a 10- to 20-year program which 
might cost from $4 billion to $8 ·billion. 

The study is said to be an intell1gent one, 
advancing · the concepts of the parkway and 
the scenic corridor. It also is said to be con
cerned with the protection of environmental 

·features. Three out of every four miles of 
suggested parkways and scenic routes would 
be over existing rights-of-way. 

The point to reiterate, however, is that 
this is a recreation, not a transportation, 
program. None of the old transportation 
arguments about necessity and not blocking 
progress have validity here. The only ar
gument is how best to spend up tO $8 bil
lion on outdoor recreation-on roads in the 
open spaces, or on open space itself? A 
m1111on dollars buys less than a mile of auto 
parkway, but it buys a great deal of foot 
trail. . , 

Obviously this is ,a, critical time' to ask 
questions about high\vays. . . 

The Interstate c.onstruction program will 
end, as of now, in .f972, along with the High
way Trust Fund which provides the Feder
al share-$42 billion as of now. Temporary 
taxes are now going into the fund are sche<t
uled to die also, but no one seems to believe 
they will. The odds are, then, that there 
will be tremendous, multi-b1llion-dollar pres
sure to continue a giant highway construc
tion program. 

Where will the roads go? What . ground 
will they cover? 

The Bureau of Public Roads is now engaged 
in what it calls the most comprehensive 
transportation study in :t:listory. The result 
will undoubtedly guide future policy. Thus 
today is the time to decide the direction of 
future highway building. 

"Therefore, we niust make sure/' President 
Johnson told Congress, "that the massive re
sources we now devote to roads also serve to 
improve and broaden the quality of Ameri
can life." 

Exactly! And we must make certain that 
nature is an essential component of the qual
ity of American life. 

EAST-WEST CENTER 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the Hono

lulu Star-Bulletin & Advertiser or' last 
Sunday, August 14, contains an excellent 
objective summary of the activities, ac
complishments, and future goals of the 
East-West Center for Cultural and 
Technical Interchange Between East 
and West, located in Hawaii. 

Entitled ''East-West Center-A Rest
less Quest," the article cites progress of 
the Center in fostering understanding, 
friendship, and good :will among the 
Pacific Basin communities through 
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knowledge, cooperation, and sharing of 
work and social experiences. 

Also cited are the growing support of 
Asian and Pacific countries and univer
sities of their nationals who participate 
in Center programs; the growing support 
of private foundations and organizations 
for East-West Center activities as work
ing partners toward better Asian-Pacific 
relations; and the steadfast support of 
civic groups such as the Friends of the 
East-West Center, who "adopt" Center 
participants from abroad to extend a 
family-type welcome to them. 

As one of the original cosponsors of 
the Center, which was created by Con
gress in 1960, I take pride in the real 
and substantial progress of the East
West Center. In a very literal sense, 
the modest annual investment of the 
American taxpayers in this institution is 
an investment in future peace. 

Three times during the past 25 years 
our Nation has been involved in wars 
in this vast area of the globe-wars 
started not by us but by misguided ag
gressors who sought to achieve their na-

. tiona! goals by means of brute force. 
Each time, America, at great cost in 
blood and treasure, acted to repel the 
forces of aggression. 

More than one-half of the world's peo
ple live in that tremendous expanse of 
the globe including Asia and the Paciflc. 
Their future affects our future. Their 
destiny affects our destiny. Their prog
ress affects our progress. 

·We can no more ignore the press of 
events in Asia and the Pacific area than 
we can ignore the press of events in 
Europe. Our enlightened self-interest 
and our yearning for peace demand that 
we help shape attitudes and events in 
Asia and the Pacific so that we and the 
millions of people in that area can move 
ahead in concord and amity toward a 

·better life for all. 
What the East-West Center seeks to 

do is to stimulate the achievement of a 
better life for the peoples of Asia and the 
Pacific and for Americans through self
help, technical assistance, knowledge, 
mutual efforts toward mutual problems, 
and greater understanding. In - that 
sense, the Center is an instrument of 
peace. 

Because the Congress created the Cen
ter and because Congress is vitally con
cerned about the tide of events in Asia 
and the Pacific, I ask unanimous consent 
that the entire article be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EAST-WEST CENTER-A RESTLESS QUEST 

"The winds of hope are blowing fresh and 
strong off the Pacific and they are blowing 
throughout free Asia. We are partners in 
stirring that excitement." 

Anyone who doubts these words, recently 
addressed to Australia's Prime Minister Har
old Holt by President Johnson, ought to vlslt 
the East-West Center. 

Brisk is the word for the winds sweeping 
that unique community of scholars and 
students where, as Governor Burns once put 
it, "Uncle Sam talks with Confucius and 
Buddha, and all come away enriched." 

The Center's accomplishments in six short 
years are not only honored as part of 

Hawaiian history; they also add up to a sig
nificant success story in mankind's long and 
too often futile effort to head off human 
conflict before it begins. 

In the just-concluded fiscal year-the 
Center's first under the chancellorship of 
Howard Palfrey Jones-indices of growth 
have been especially impressive. 

The East-West Center, under Jones, re
mains faithful to its goals: 

To improve communication among the 
great civ111zations of East and West. 

To fac111tate the search and exchange of 
knowledge needed to solve problems on both 
sides of the Pacific. 

To heighten understanding among Asians, 
Americans, and Pacific peoples. 

To substitute intellect for emotion, 
knowledge for ignorance, reason for 
prejudice. 

To deal rationally with differences, seek
ing better solutions to mankind's conflicts 
than half-truth, hatred and war. 

TOWARD TWO QUALITIES 

Like his predecessors, Chancellor Jones' 
stress is on the two qualities that make the 
Center unique. One is interchange. Asians, 
Americans, Pacific peoples meet, live, play, 
and work together, in association with a 
university of uncommon strength in Asian
American studies, and in a community that 
has elevated human understanding to an 
art. · • 

The second is' equality-not only in the 
treatment accorded scholars and students, 
regardless of their religion or race--but in 
the respect paid to the heritage of every 
country, in the value place on the instghts 
and outlooks of each, and on "the true syn
thesis," as University President Thomas 
Hamilton has said, "of the intellectual and 
cultural traditions of the East and West." 

On Manoa Valley's East-West Avenue, in 
short, the tra.ftlc in ideas continues to move 
along a two-way street. Asians, Americans, 
Pacific peoples are learning that while fa
miliarity does not necessarily breed aJfection, 
neither does it always breed contempt. Men 
and women of 29 lands are discovering their 
common humanity, their mutual interde
pendence, and their collective ab111ty to solve 
problems in peace. 

Held down by Viet Nam war expenditures 
to an annual budge.t of $5.8 million-about 
the cost of two F-105 Thunderchief Fighter 
Bombers, and the figure at which the Bureau 
of Budget has pegged the Center for the past 
several years-the Chancellor has sought to 
capture the interest of educators all over the 
world, to work out cost-sharing agreements 
with other institutions, and to win support 
from ~oundations involved in East-West af
fairs. 

OTHERS HELP 

The Center's efforts have been successful. 
. The Asia Foundation, the Asla Society, the 
National Institute of Mental Health, the As
sociation for Asian Studies, the Agricultural 
Development Council are but a few of the 
organizations which have turned to the Cen
ter as a partner in new programs. 

Aware of the Center's unique mid-Pacific 
position-with the University of Hawaii, it 
is closer to Asia than any other major Amer
ican educational institution-they have 
made the Center an important site for Pan
Pacific conferences and seminars. 

Increasingly, Asian nations and universi
ties are contributing to the cost of sending, 
educating, and maintaining their nationals 
at the Center. Innovative, and, in many 
cases, experimental, the Center's imaginative 
programs comprise the cutting edge of the 
United States' new initiative in international 
education. 

While headlines have blazed away on 
death, destruction, and escalation in Asia, 
the Center's "engineers" have been quietly 
building a bridge that, given time, can join 

Asians and Americans together in pursuit 
of their aspirations, and help end their mu
tual ignorance and isolation. 

Every citizen with a son or daughter in 
school or in the services, every sufferer from 
Ho Chi Minh headaches, China Policy jitters, 
and VietNam blues, should take heart from 
the Center's progress in the just-completed 
fiscal year. 

TO 29 COUNTRIES 

Overall 4,142 Asians, Americans, and Pa
cific peoples-to say nothing of 65,000 visi
tors-have pa.rticipated in Center programs 
since t·hat October day in 1960 when Congress 
decided "to set up in Hawaii a Center for 
Cultural and Technical Interchange Between 
East and West." 

Last year, their numbers were augmented 
by another 837, including 625 graduate stu
dents in the Institute for Student Inter
change, 173 technical trainees in the Insti
tute for Technical Interchange, 39 senior spe
cialists in the Institute of Advanced Proj
ects-the largest body of scholars and stu
dents in the Center's annals. 

Almost 20,000 tourists, additionally and 
importantly, took time from their pursu!t a! 
pleasure to include the Center among Hono
lulu's sights. In the words of one, "Had 
there been an East-West Center 30 years ago, 
maybe there would not have been a Pea.rl 
Harbor." 

The Center's reach stretches today to 29 
countries. In South Asia: India, Ceylon, 
Pakistan, Afghanistan, Nepal. In Southeast 
Asia: the Ph111ppines, Indonesia, Malaysia, 
Singapore, Thailand, Burma, Cambodia, 
Laos, Vietnam. In East Asia: Korea, Okin
awa, the Republic of China, Hong Kong, Ja
pan. In Oceania: Australia, New Zealand, 
Fiji, Tonga, American Samoa, Western Samoa, 
Tahiti, Trust Territory, New Guinea. And, 
of course the United States. 

The mind boggles at the thought of find
ing, selecting, dispatching, and greeting-to 
say nothing of educating-so many young 
men and women from such distant lands. 
Only yesterday, Nepal was as shut-off as Ti
bet. Today, there are three Nepalese at the 
East-West Center, with another three sched
uled to arr1 ve in September, and one more for 
next spring's semester. Afghanistan-four 
students already here, and another scheduled 
for September. 

Other aspects of this international ingath
ering that strike the eye and mind are the 
combinations: Malaysian and Indonesian 
students work side by side. Pakistanis mourn 
Shastri's death with Indians. Foes at home, 
here they are brothers. And new faces have 
been added to the human wealth of the Pa
citlc, represented at the Center: Cook Island
ers, New Guineans, Yapese, Tongans, and 
Tahitians. 

Somehow, the Center has reversed the 
shrinking value of the dollar. With no more 
money than it had before, the Center will 
house, feed, and educate 752 graduate stu
dents this September-an increase of 171 
over the previous year. 

"Hawaii's special character," said Chan·· 
cellor Jones, "continues to contribute im
measurably to the success of our programs. 
In the words of one Vietnamese. 

"The visit to the State of Hawaii consti
tuted the last step of our trip, and I must 
say, one of the most profitable steps. The 
program was very well organized, which per
mitted us to meet the men responsible for 
local government and the leaders of civic 
groups, and at the same time to visit on-the
spot agricultural and industrial installations. 

"Public participation in government-
either directly or by means of civic groups
is more impressive here than elsewhere be
cause of the fact that the population of 
Hawaii is of a more cosmopolitan composi
tion than in any other state. 

"Among the nine members of the MaUl 
County Council, seven are descendents a! 



August 16; 1966. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - ,SENATE 19479 ~ 

different national groups. Similiarly, the 
Hawaiian Homes program. ~whose goal is to 
rehabilitate the Hawaiian race by helping 
them to return to the ancestral lands, and 
the Adult Education Program, which offers 
a basic education to the people are services 
worthy of the highest praise I" 

THE COMMUNITY'S PART 

The .Center's pace has also been quickened 
in other areas, including community affairs. 

"Friends of the East-West Center," re
cently honored by the Lane Bryant Annual 
Awards Committee as one of America's out
standing volunteer service organizations, has 
this year inaugurated a Host Family pro
gram. 

"Newly-arrived grantees are met at airport 
or dock, and 'adopted' by 200 Hawaiian 
families as part of an enduring foster-family 
relationship throughout their stay. The 
'Friends' will be beneficiaries of the Pacific 
premiere of Michener's forthcoming film, 
'Hawail.'" 

In addition to encouraging program in
nova-tion, Chancellor Jones has worked to
ward tighter integration of the Center's 
three institutes, closer relationship with the 
University of Hawaii, and broader associa
tion with other educational institutions, 
Asian and American. 

Despite a year of accomplishment, the 
mood of the Chancellor, and of the Center, 
1s one of restless quest. Every visitor from 
Asia and the mainland is asked the same 
questions: "How can the Center better serve 
the needs of our peoples? How can the 
Pacific world find freedom, prosperity, and 
peace?~' 

A LONG FUTURE 

Plans are afoot to tap the greatest human 
resource of all, the grantees themselves. 
Sample interviews with over a hundred stu
dents last spring produced a harvest of op
portunities for improvement of present ac
tivities, and enabled the Center's staff to 
glimpse its faults and successes from student 
perspectives. 

Above all, the Chancellor is gnawed by 
the eternal challenges the Center confronts-
challenges to its own most cherished as
sumptions, not excepting the value of inter
change itself. 

"We're too new," he says, "to know the 
answers in cross-cultural communication. 1 
doubt whether in my own lifetime or even 
in the lifetime of our youngest student, the 
full significance of what the Center is at
tempting wm be revealed. 

"All I know is that there's something very 
satisfying in the search, and something very 
healthy in our acknowledgment that the 
answers are elusive. 

"As long as the Center is in ferment, re
sisting self-satisfaction, and eternally prob
ing the mysteries of the human mind as 
molded by so many cultures, there is hope 
that in the end, man may understand him
self. 

"Maybe malamalama-the light of knowl
edge--can save the world. Perhaps it can't. 
Either way, I stlll take heart when I think 
of 'what one student said when she left the 
Center: 

"'It has been said that life is a series of 
relationships. If this is so, then I shall al
ways remember the warmth of friendship 
between East-West Center people. After all, 
when I am old, I may not remember very 
much Chinese, but I w111 never forget my 
roommate from Nepal. 

" 'The light of book learning may fade, 
but the warmth of human love grows with 
the years. And so I leave the East-West 
Center with a special thought. When Goethe 
died, he cried, ""Light, light, more light!" 
But a Spanish philosopher has suggested 
that lt is not "Light, light, more llght." 
Rather, lt is "Warmth, warmth, more 
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warmth!" For we perish not from the dark
ness but from the frost.' " 

SEVENTY -FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
SZABADSAO HUNGARIAN DAILY 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, 75 

years ago this year, a rebellious young 
man from Hungary, newly arrived in 
Cleveland, -decided to risk all-including 
$600 in borrowed capital-in a tenuous 
newspaper venture. 

He aimed it at the thoughts and 
dreams of the half dozen or so Hun
garian-American communities springing 
up along Lake Erie's industrial southern 
shore. . 

He told his readers that liberty is not 
something to be taken for granted but 
must be fought for as in a battle and 
preserved as a sacred trust. 

Hungarian-Americans soon were sub .. 
scribing in increasing numbers to the 
publication and, in their hearts and ac
tions, honoring the democratic ideals it 
professed. · 

Today, 75 years and millions of copies 
later, this leading foreign language news
paper is the largest independent Hun
garian language daily in the world. Its 
circulation embraces readers in nearly 
half the free nations and virtually every 
first- and second-generation Hungarian 
family living in northeast Ohio. 

It has rallied Americans of Hungarian 
descent to the cause of freedom and jus
tice in two World Wars and worked dili
gently to implant the ideals of its adopted 
land in all countries torn by totalitarian 
rule. Most· important, it has served to 
make the Hungarian immigrant part of 
the sturdy fabric of American Ufe. 

The name. of the rebellious young edi
tor was Tihamer Kohanyi. His legacy: 
Cleveland's own Szabadsag Hungarian 
Daily. 

THE GROWING YEARS 

Hungarian-language paper debuts in 
Cleveland as weekly on November 12, 
18.91. Its name Szabadsag stands for 
"Liberty." Its home: two small rooms at 
1036 Woodland Avenue. 

Readership expanding, Szabadsag be
comes daily 1ri 1900,- moves to 702 Huron 
Road. Big growth impetus is Hungarian 
immigration to United States which is in 
process of tripling. 

Led by Editor Kohanyi, ~paper spear
heads effort to build statue of Hungarian 
War of Independence hero, Louis Kos
suth, in Cleveland. Unveiled in 1902; 
statue is still familiar University Circle 
landmark. 

Szabadsag sponsors erection of George . 
Washington monument in Budapest, 
Hungary, in 1906. It remains the only 
such memorial to a prominent American 
:figure behind the Iron Curtain. 

Its infiuence now national, Szabadsag 
is instrumental in the founding in 1906 
of the first representative national Hun
garian organization in this country, the 
American Hungarian Federation. 

Szabadsag's voice of freedom is banned 
in Hungary in 1907 owing to a series of 
anti-Hapsburg articles published by the 
paper. 

President Taft is main speaker at 
Cleveland banquet honoring Szabadsag 
on its 20th birthday in 1911. 

With Hungary an imwilling Axis ally, 
World War I becomes divisive force 
among Hungarian-Americans. Szabad
sag· editorializes: 

The time of theorizing is past. The Hun
garians of America know their duty and, as 
part of the Ameri.can Nation, they stand by 
their country. 

Szabadsag protests over the Treaty of 
Trianon, which dismembers postwar 
Hungary, reverberate far beyond U.S. 
borders. So strong and insistent is the 
plea for justice that Congress quotes its 
articles in these years. 

The 1920's and Szabadsag reaches 
peak circulation worldwide. · 

A young reporter joi:p.s the paper in 
1933, moves up to the editor's desk in 
1939 and relocates Szabadsag offices at 
1736 East 22d Street. Said Zoltari 
Gambos: 

They said it was a dying affair anq thaJt 
foreigJ?. language da1lies were on the way , 
~~ . 

In 1941, Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
sends this White House greeting: 

My hearty congratulations on the comple
tion of a half century of publication. I trust 
through long years to come your paper will 
exemplify the principles of true Amer- -
lcanism. · · 

World War II. Szabadsag, denounc- . 
ing the "isms" sweeping Europe, becomes 
one of the area's best war bonds sales- · 
men, accounting for millions of dollars 
worth of purchases by V-J Day. 

In postwar years, the paper's emphasis 
shifts to newer generation Hungarian , 
readers. Szabadsag prints understand
able translations of the Constitution, 
Declaration of Independence, and . other 
historical American documents, and in
stitutes an English language supplement 
for young people. ' 

SZABADSAG TODAY 

Still strong, still publishing on a daily 
basis, Szabadsag today is read regularly' 
by more than 25,000 readers, most still 
concentrated along the southern rim of 
Lake Erie, a few as remote as Freneh 
Foreign Legion outposts in north Africa. 

News is culled from all points on the 
globe-Szabadsag has regular corre
spondents in London, Paris, Romer 
Vienna, Buenos Aires, and Sydney, 
Australia-and edited and printed by 
some 40 full-time employees, many with 
over . a quarter century of Szabadsag 
service. 

Editorially, Szabadsag still caters to 
the Hungarian reader's special interest 
in Hungarian happenings the world 
over. But contents now princ:pally 
stress general interest news. 

Szabadsag is one of a family of 
Hungarian language papers published in 
Cleveland by the Liberty Publishing 
Co. The entire group numbers eight 
publications, including the New York 
Hungarian daily, Nepszavar-The Peo
ple's Voice-second only to Szabadsag as 
leader in the field. 

The offices and publishing plant are 
still at the 1736 East 22d Street location. 

I salute the Szabadsag in this year 
when it is ~elebrating its 75th anni
versary. 
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My commendations go to . Zoltan 
Gombos, present publisher and editor, 
for the devoted services he has rendered 
for his readers and especially for his 
helpful influence in . serving the cause of 
the United States. He is a distinguished 
citizen of Cleveland. 

My best wishes go to him and to the 
Szabadsag for its continued success. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTEROOVERN
MENTAL RELATIONS MOVES INTO 

. NEW HEARING PHASE 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr.· President, the 

Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Re
lations, which I chair, was established in 
1962, and specifically authorized ''to 
examine, irivestigate, and make a com
plete study of intergovernmental rela
tionships" between the Federal Govern
ment and the States and municipalities. 
It was also instructed to evaluate studies 
and recommendations of the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions, a bipartisan group of representa
tives from ·all -three levels of government 
and from the public. A very large share 
of the work produced by both the sub
committee and the Advisory Commission 
has been directed to identifying prob·
lems, and recommending solutions, with 
respect to the 'administration of public 
programs at the city level, at the metro
politan level, at the State level, and at 
the Federal level. 

Today the .subcommittee began the 
first of a series of comprehensive hear
ings directed to the three basic. problems 
in contemporary Federal-State-local re
lations: manpower, management, and 
money. Our. initial hearings deal with 
the manpower crisis--the shortage of 
good technical and professional person
nel, the inadequacy of personnel admin
istration and training, unreasonably low 
salaries of State and local administra
tors, and the-lack of effective :t;n.erit sys
tems among many State and local gov
ernments. 

The focal point of these hearings is the 
proposed Intergovernmental Personnel 
Act <S. 3408), which t recently intro
d'uced and which has 12 cosponsors. We 
have started with · the manpower crisis 
because ' we feel that public de.: 
velopment programs--however dypamic 
and funded-are · oniy as effective as the 
people who · administer them. While' 
many are experiencing growing concern' 
over inadequate program administration 
in our cities and iii our rural areas, few 
have recognized that the need for com
petent manpower is undercutting the 
promise of Great Society programs. 

This issue will be explored in depth 
during the remainder of this year, ·and 
in _the coming session. Further, it is ex
pected that these proceedings will assist 
the administration in its effort to develop 
legislation on this vital subject. .· 

Shortly, the subcommittee will begin 
hearings on .the management problem in 
coordinating Federal, State, and local 
p,rograms for maximum benefit to the 
people who need them most. Prepara
tio11s for these hearings.., which will in
clude the States, the cities, and our rural 
areas, have been going · on for some time. 
The subcommittee has completed an ex:. ·· 

tensive survey of the views and attitudes 
of hundreds of Feder~l. State, and local 
officials on dozens of questions which di
rectly involve the success or failure of 
public development and services. In this 
area, the Advisory Commission has pro
vided a· basic library of reports and stud
ies to augment the subcommittee effort, 
and has prepared proposed legislation 
and administrative recommendations for 
cities, counties, and States to adopt in 
improving their planning and manage
ment capability. 

On the basis of these efforts, I recently 
introduced a bill <S. 3509) to establish 
a special unit in the Executive Office of 
the President to coordinate Federal pro
grams, and develop a closer liaison be
tween the President and State and local 
leaders in the planning and implement
ing of their public development pro
grams. Called the National Intergov
ernmental Affairs Council, it would have 
a "working secretariat," it would act as a 
policy arm of the President to straighten 
out Federal conflicts, and it would de
velop a better understanding of State 
and local economic and social problems 
at the executive level. Hearings on the 
management issue will be centered 
around this legislation, but will explore 
many other suggestions for putting the 
Federal house in order, and improving 
intergovernmental relations. -

On the matter of money, at the sub
committee's request, the Advisory Com
mission has already begun an exhaustive 
study of taxes, charges, and intergovern
mental aid, and of methods which can 
provide more effective financing of pub
lic programs by our cities, our States, 
and at the Federal level. The recom
mendations of the commission, together 
with recommendations of a number of 
experts and organizations involved in 
analyzing intergovernmental fiscal prob
lems, will also receive a full hearing by 
the subcommittee next year. The sub
committee recently issued a report en
titled "Federal Expenditures to States 
and Regions," which analyzed the eco
nomic impact of total Federal spending 
on the States_ and their localities. We 
found, as we long suspected, that the 
richer States enjoy a proportionately 
higher advantage under Federal expend
itures in general, and defense-re~ted ex
penditures . in particular. · The _ issues 
highlighted in this report will also be 
included .. in the consideration · of the 
State and local· money problem. 
Th~ goal · of the Subcommittee on In

tergovernmental Relations is to ferret 
out the obstructions to a "creative fed
eralism" and to provide the methods and 
machinery for modernizing public ad
ministration at all levels, and for com
bining resources to meet priorities. 

Mr. President, in the course of our con
sideration of S. 3408 this morning, the . 
Honorable John W. Ma.cy, Jr., Chairman 
of the Civil Service Commission, provided 
us with a sober assessment of the man
power problems facing State and local 
governments. We welcome his coopera
tion on behalf .of the administration in· 
the days ahead. I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Macy's remarks and my 
opening statement be printed in the REc
ORD a-t this point. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF JOHN W. MACY, JR ., CHAIRMAN 

OF THE ClVU. SERVICE COMMISSION, BEFORE 
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN
MENT OPERATIONS 'OF THE U.S. SENATE, ON 
S. 3408, "INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL 
ACT OF 1966," AUGUST 16, 1966 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com

mittee: I am pleased to be here this morning 
in connection with your consideration of S. 
3408. I am particularly pleased because this 
gives me an opportunity to thank you per
sonally, Mr. Chairman, the members of the 
Committee, and the staff for the fine public 
service you have performed in defining and 
highlighting a critical need of our tiines, and 
in charting a course of action to meet it: 

Through ·your careful studies over the past 
three and one-half years and your incisive 
analyses, you have clearly established the 
need for more effective cooperation-massive 
cooperation if you will-among all three 
levels of Government. You have clearly 
demonstrated that it wm take more than the 
usual kind of ·grant-in-aid programs and 
more than a piecemeal approach to overcome 
the problems of today and meet the chal
lenges of the future . . You have clearly shown 
that an immediate need is to assist our hard
pressed colleagues at the State and the local 
level in a positive and comprehensive way. 
Perhaps most important, you have been the 
prime movers in stimulating others to do 
something about meeting these n .eeds. 

S. 3408 is a logical extension of your ef
forts. It is based on the recognition that a 
program is only as good as the people who 
aqminister it at whatever governmental levels 
it is carried out. Unfortunately, as you have 
pointed out so well, intergovernmental co
operation in the field of personnel adminis
tration has lagged behinq. all other types of 
intergovernmental relations. Through great
er cooperation the Federal Government could 
assist State and local governments in their 
efforts to improve their own personnel ad
ministration. But barriers, both psychologi'
cal and statutory, have obstructed such co
operation. 

There has been a long history of rivalry 
between jurisdictions and a deep-seated fear 
of encroachment by the Federal Government. 
The statutory barriers have blocked joint 
use of tTainin~ facilities, personnel exchanges, 
and other services necessary for top quality 
administration. 

We heartily endorse the broad-scale ap
proach recommended in S. 3408. It is gen
erally in line with the objectives set by the 
President in his speech delivered May 11-, 1966, 
at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and 
International Affairs at Princeton ,University. 
We support appropriate measures for extend
ing and improving personnel administration 
on the basis of merit at the State and local 
level. We cannot ignore the great need for 
both in-service and out-service training of 
State and local personnel, as well as for pre
service training of people who intend to make 
careers in the public service. 

The President has expressed his intent to 
make recommendations next year for training 
for State and local public service through 1 
support for individuals, universities, and 
State and local governments. We are now 
analyzing your proposal as part of develop
ing the Presidential program for introduction 
in the next session of Congress. Conse
quently, a full-fledged, formal Administra
tion position of each provision of S. 3408 
would be premature at this time. It suf
fices to ~ay that your proposals wlll certainly 
carry great weight in our current planning. 
The work you have already done is of tre
mendous help to us. Many of your ideas may 
be embodied in the program the President 
will endorse. ' r • 

"' '· r - J 



August 16, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 19481 
The ·dimensions of this subject are stag

gering. State and local governments employ 
well over four million persons, not counting 
the public schools and univeTsities, in a vast 
army of occupations. Under a myriad of 
statutes and grant programs the Federal Gov
ernment is already spending sums roughly 
estimated at $150,000,000, again not count
ing the even greater amounts going to the 
education of public school teachers. Many 
of these existing programs deal with narrow, 
specialized purposes that have been imple
mented with little or no centml coordination. 
It is clear that much study and consultation 
will be necessary to bring some order into 
and fill in the gaps in the development of 
quality manpower for the pressing needs of 
our public serv!ces. 

We are well along in our initial staff study 
of the various possib111ties for the Presiden
tial program. We hope soon to be consulting 
with your committee and with other knowl
edgeable and concerned people in govern
ment, the academic world, and elsewhere to 
obtain the advice and assistance we need to 
develop a sound and effective program. 

Further, the President has already an
nounced that he will submit legislation that 
would provide· a broad uniform authority..,for 
Federal agencies to arrange temporary inter
changes of personnel with State and local 
public jurisdictions when sUch exchanges 
would be of mutual benefit to the agencies 
concerned. We have made substantial prog
ress in developing such a proposal. 

The interchange idea is not new, and its 
value has already been demonstrated in pre
viously established programs in industry, in
stitutions of higher learning, and the Gov
ernment. There are many areas of parallel 
functions which re(Iuire the application of 
similar skills. The temporary assignment of 
high quality personnel to related organiza
tions brings to bear needed skills on mutual 
problems and also broadens the perspective 
of professional and technical personnel. 

Than"k you for affording me the privilege of 
discussing this important matter with you. 

THE MANPOWER CRISIS: A THREAT TO THE 
. GREAT SOCIETY 

(Opening statement of Senator EDMUND S. 
MusKIE, chairman, Subcommittee on In
tergovernmental Relations, for the hear
ings on S. 3408, the proposed Intergovern
mental Personnel Act of 1966 August 16-18, 
1966) 
This bill, S. 3408-the InteTgovernmental 

Personnel Act of 1966--is concerned with the 
crisis in recruiting and retaining qualified 
personnel that is now ·oonrronting State and 
local governments / Manpower is one of the 
most critical dimensions of contemporary in
tergovernmental rel~tions, but it. has yet to 
become a ·focal point of crea-tive federalism. 
The President briefly touched on it· in his 
May Uth address at Princeton University, 
when he endorsed a national program to as
sist "State and local governments seeking to 
develop more effective . career servioes for 
their employees". A Presidential task force 
is now consideTing ways~ implementing this 
goal. By focusing on one approach to achiev
ing this object-ive, these proceedings will 
complement the efforts of this task force. 

The bill that is before us grew out of an 
increasing awareness oh the part of the Sub
committee on Intergovernmental RelatJons-

That good management practices alone will 
not solve the administrative problems of the 
Great Society programs; 

That additional Federal. financial assist
ance alone win not surmount the challenge 
to State and local · governments of improving 
the quality of life in the ghettos, in blighted 
rural communities, and in ugly urban areas; 

That greater :flexibllity and uniforntlty in 
the j).dministration of grant program~ alone 
will not lessen the tension between and' 
atnong Ped.eral officials, governors, mayon, 

civic groups, and citizens who expect effective 
and humane governmental action; and 

That a greater decentralization of decision
making alone will not reduce the pressures 
on Washington. 

In its survey "The Federal System as Seen 
By Federal Aid Officials," the subcommittee 
found that manpower was one of the weakest 
links in the chain of cooperative federalism. 
The 109 middle-management administrators 
of Federal grants participating in this study 
indicated a basic awareness that the success 
of their programs depended in large measure 
on the talents of their State and local ad
ministrative counterparts. With the increase 
in the number and scope of the Federal aids, 
they recognized that implementation of 
joint-action programs has ·become a major 
responsib111ty of State and local govern
ments, and they conceded that the rapid ex
pansion of this administrative partnership 
necessitates a re-examination of intergov
ernmental personnel ,relationships. 

In general, these Federal aid administra
tors were skeptical of, indeed largely hostile 
to, existing State and local personnel prac
tices. A substantial majority expresed con
cern over low salaries, the inadequacy of 
in-service training programs, and the lack 
of across-the-board merit systems. More 
than three-quarters considered the inability 
to transfer retirement benefits and the loss 
of seniority rights as significant deterrents 
to job mobility. And, in a rare display of 
innovative enthusiasm, a majority agreed 
that the operation of their programs would 
benefit with the establishment of a federally
supported in-service training program. 

The responses of these Federal executives 
were largely conditioned by their desire to 
extend their own standards of specialized 
competence to their administrative counter
parts at the other levels, and to thwart any 
injection of partisan politics into their func
tional relatidnships. These concerns under
score the accuracy of Professor Charles 
Adrian's assessment that, in our cooperative 
Federal system, conflict does not stem from 
the relations between the levels of govern
ment as such but in two other ways. First, 
"friction resuits when·ever the administrative 
personnel of a particular level for a particu
lar function is not fully professionalized." 
Second, there is friction between the . bu
reaucracy and the legislature, and this rises 
out of the "differences in values, interest, 
constituencies of the two decision-making 
groups.'~ In effect, the Federal middle-man
agement aid officials participating in the 
Subcommittee's survey were seeking in their 
own way to reduce tensfon in both areas. 

As a follow-up to these survey findings, 
I instructed tlie Subcommittee staff to de
termine the dimensions of this manpower 
crisis· and what steps might be taken to al..: 
leviate it. OW: ·research revealed that the 
roots of the crista stemmed from the para
mount fact that states and localities--not 
Washington-have shouldered most of the 
burden of m~ing the mounting public de
mand for more and ·better governmental 
services--during the past two decades. This 
dramatic performance ce.n be chronicled in 
terms of money a.p.d in terms of manpower. 

First, the facts of fisc:al federalism reveal 
that there has been a shif,t in the balance 
of governmental finances over the. past two 
decades: . 

Of total revenues raised by all levels of 
government in 1946, Sta;te and local govern
ments accounted for only 23 percent; by 
1965, their share was 43 percent. 

Of total governmental expenditures in 
1946, State and local governments accounted 
for only 15 percent; in 1964, this had in
creased to 42 percent. 

State and local governments accounted for 
only 5 percent of th-e total public debt in 
1946; today their share has increased· to 
23 percent. 

State and local governments, then, have 
been and are under great pressure to in
crease outlays for public services, and this 
will continue for the foreseeable future. 
They have made extraordinary efforts in the 
past two decades to meet their rising needs-
to the eX:tent that last year, their expendi
tures con&ti tuted 68 peroent of all spending 
for civil government. And five years from 
now, their expenditures are expected to reach 
the $120 b1llion mark-or $10 billion more 
than the projected Federal budget for all 
purposes, inolu.ding defense and foreign pol
icy commitments. 

Second, developments in the manpo·wer 
area have paralleled those relating to money. 
State and .local employment has now reached 
the 8-million mark, an increase of 130 per
cent over the 1946 figure. Analysis of the 
evolving employment pattern for State and 
local governments reveals some striking 
shifts from that of a generation ago. From 
1954 to 1964, special districts, school districts, 
townships, and States-and in that order
enjoyed higher employment rates than the 
4.8 average annual increase that character
ized overall State and local hiring during 
this decade. In terms of functional cate
gories, state and local employment in police 
protection increased by 30 percent from 1957 
to 1964, and in public health and hospitals 
by 41 percent. The number of full-time 
public employees in education soared by 
6Q, percent, and those in public welfare by 
62 percent. Finally, of the total manpower 
involved with civil governmental funotions, 
the State and local sector now accounts for 
over 80 percent. In short, State and local 
public service has experienced a remarkable 
transformation during the past two decades, 
in terms of size, hiring units, occupe.tiona.l 
composition, and added responsibilities. 

The reasons for this massive growth are 
known to most of us. The population boom, 
the demand for expanded services generated 
by it, the physical and social problems stem
ming from urbanization and suburban1za
tion, and the unw1llingness of an increasing 
number of American citizens to settle for 
the level and quality of services provided a 
generation ago-these are the. most obvious 
causes of this employment explosion. But 
others should be noted. The rejuvenation of 
the States and of the smaller, non-metro
politan local governments figures in this de
velopment. The disproportionate growth in 
the size of these age groups requiring ex
tensive public services--the young and the 
old-is another factor that must be con
sidered. And the stimulating effect of ex
panded Feae'ral grant-i:q.-aid programs and 
activity cannot be ignored. 

Most of this largely unheralded r.evolution 
in State and local employment, then, is ex
plained in terms of dynamic demographic 
and .social developments that have ·affected 
all levels. But, as I have noted, Federal ac
tion, directly or indirectly, has also been a 
contributing factor. So we have reached the 
point now where States employ more than 
2 million workers with a .monthly payroll of 
$850 million, and where local governments 
employ nearly 6 million workers with a 
monthly payroll of $2.5 billion. We have also 
reached the point where we can take little 
comfort in these figures. · 
'"' The foregoing clearly demolishes th_e myth 
that the States and localities are withering 
under the glare of a Federal sun. But it does 
not clearly indicate that manpower is one of 
the most critical intergovernmental issues 
confronting us. The galloping growth rates, 
after all, tend to conceal the many trouble
some topics that combine to create a crisis 
situation. 

Recent reports, however, indicate that 
there already exists a shortage of well-trained 
and highly-qualified personnel, especially 1n 
the administrative, professional, and tech
nical categories--at all levels. Many well
trained and well-q~a1ified eipployees of State 
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and local governmeht' were ,hired during the 
Depression years anq are now approaching 
retirement. More than one-third of all mu
nicipal executives, for example, fall in this 
category and are slated for retirement in this 
decade. 

w .hen the long-.range implications of 
prospective State and local manpower needs 
are considered, this gap yawns even wider. 
As the President poin.ted out in his Prince
ton University 'speech: "By 1970, our State 
governments must grow by more than 600,000 
to keep pace with the times. Employment 
for State and local government will exceed 
10 million persons. Each year over the next 
decade, our Nation will need 200,000 new 
public school teachers to keep up with· the 
gtowing population." 

Other ch1111ng statistics can also be cited. 
Witness these facts: 

Approximately half the Nation's municipal 
health directors will be elig.ible for retire
ment within the next ten years; 

Two hundred vacanci-es for traffic engineers 
will occur annually in the years a.head, ·but 
only approximately 50 new graduates will be 
available each year in this specialized field; 

Two vacancies will exist for every graduate 
of a university course in city ·or regional 
planning; and 

By 1980, local governments alone will have 
to recruit approximately 300,000 additional 
administrative and professional employees 
to maintain their cur·rent program objectives. 

These forecasts of manpower shortages have 
implications extending far beyond the indi
vidual programs, communities, and States 
that are affected. They indicate that we can..: 
not be sanguine about that 8 mill.ion em
ployment figure. They reveal that State and 
local governments generally----e.nd not just· a 
few of these jurisdictions-are having seri· 
ous difficulty in attracting and holding pro
fessional, managerial, and technical person
nel. Finally, they promise that these juris
dictions will face even greater dfftlculties in 
the years ahead. 

These estimates of State and local person
nel shortages, then, clearly " indicate that 
manpower is as critical to improved inter
governmental relations and to "creative fed
eralism" as any other single issue. At the 
Federal level, the personnel problem has re
ceived almost continuous attention since 
President Kennedy's appointment of the 
Randall Commission in 1961. At the State 
and local levels, however, it is only beginning 
to be recognized as a topic worthy of national 
oonc~rn. 

The findings of the Subcommittee on In
tergovernmentat Relations indicate that we 
must mount a broad-gauged attack on the 
many forces that face , )lS on the manpower 
front, Piecemeal resistance no longer will 
suffice. The threat is just that critical. 

I believe the measure before us constitutes 
a reallstic response to many of the critical 
challenges that confront us in this vital 
area. I also believe that it constitute.s a 
national program ·that will implement the 
President's goal, enunciated in his Princeton 
address. 

The main purpose of this legislation is to 
encourage State and local governments to 
improve the quality of their own public serv
ice. It does this by focusing on three prime 
problems in the manpower area: merit re
quirements, personnel management, and in
service training programs. How does the 
proposed legislation attack these problems, 
and what are some of the questions r·aised 
by its strategy? 

Title I authorizes the President to extend 
to additional programs the requirement that 
State and local people administering such 
programs be employed under a merit system 
which would meet certain basic Federal 
standards. There is nothing new or revo
lutionary in this title. Such requirements 
.have been in. e ect , since 1939, when they 

were added to such programs .as Old Age 
Assistance, Medical Assistance for the Aged, 
Unemployment Compensation, Aid· and Serv
ices to Needy Fam1lies with Children, and 
the like: In recent years, the requirement 
has been included in the Older Americans 
Act of 1965, Health Insurance for the Aged, 
and Medlicare. ali told, some 24 programs 
out of a total of 169 now carry the merit 
system requirerpent. Most are administered 
by the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, but grants under DoD's Civil De
fense program are covered by it, and in 1964, 
the Department of Labor's Appropriation Act 
applied the requirement to . the Federal Em
ployment Service. The specifics of this re
quirement will be inserted in the record at 
the end of this statement. 

Accurate figures on the extent and coverage 
of State and local employees under State and 
grant-in-aid merit systems· are not available. 
Bu~ from reports we do ,know that, of the 
total full-time State employees, something 
less than half are covered. Of a total of 2 
million State government employees re,ported 
for 1965, nearly a million-or 47.8 percent
were under a merit system. In 26 States, 
more than 50 percent of the full-time em
ployees are covered. In Connecticut and 
New York, about 85 percent of State em
ployees are so classified. In 12 States, how
ever, coverage is minimal, and includes only 
personnel administering those Federal pro
grams requiring such a system. In these 
States, the proportion of total State em
ployees covered ranges from 4 to 35 percent. 
It should be noted here that this is only a 
quantitative picture of merit system cov
erage; the qualitative side is less well known, 
and I hope these hearings will shed some 
light on this elusive feature. 
. Meaningful fig"Qres on loc11-1 coverage ru:e 
unavailable. What evidence there is indi
cates that merit systems are virtually non
existent in most non-metropolitan units of 
local government, and in a majority of 
counties. The general impression overall ' is 
i;hat merit is truly a prin~iple and rarely a 
practice at the local level. Yet it is precisely 
this level that has experienced the most in
tense pressure from new programs and. in
creasing numbers and concentrations of 
people. One of the recommendations/ ad
vanced by the Committee for Economic De
velopment, in its recent and widely-pub
licized report "Modernizing Local Govern
ment," is a case in point. The report reads: 

"Personnel practices based on merit and 
professional competence should replace the 
personal or partisan 'spoils' system found i:n 
most counties and many other local units. 

"Specialized skills are increasingly essen
ti~l to solution of most governmental prob
lems, whether in highway engineering, pub
lic health and sanitation, police and fire 
protection, education, pollution control, 
slum clearance, public· finance, or in man
agement of such. Sl!:ills reqpire training 
and experience, as well as innate ab111ty. 
Persons with high skills must be recruited, 
developed, and utilized effectively. This is 
unlikely to occur in a climate of petty 
partisanship, low salaries, and confused 
authority." , 

The record shows that the impact of the 
Federal legislation requiring merit standards 
has been the primary factor in sustaining 
the career principal in nearly half the States 
and in many localities. Moreover, the ad
ministration of these requirements has been 
carried out with a minimum of discomfort 
and poll tical controversy. 

For these· reasons, I believe that require
ments establishing "a system of public em
ployment, operating under public rul'es, and 
based, among other factors, on competitive 
examinations, equal pay for equal work, 
tenure contingent on successful perform
ance, promotion on evaluated capacity and 
service" should be extended to more grant· 
in-aid programs, as this title provid~s .. 

To those who doubt the wisdom of this 
provision-arid they are m_!!.ny-1 pose these 
questions: 

What would have sustained the career 
service in those 24 States that lack a viBlble 
merit system, had certain Federal grants 
not contained such a requirement? 

What, realistically, can be done to upgrade 
the administration of various grants-in-aid 
and the image of . the public service at these 
levels, 1-f patronage continues to 'be the first 
order of personnel business? 

What is so dangerous about permitting 
the President to extend to more programs 
the simple and sensible standards set forth 
in the Federal Register, which I will insert 
at the end of this statement? 

And finally, why all the fuss when, accord
ing to the ratest Gallup poll ·on the subject 
(August _7, 1966), 70 percent of those sur
veyed endorsed 'the proposal that "all jobs 
except those at the highest policy-making 
level, [should] be filled by Civil Service"? 

Title II of the bill is aimed at helping 
State and local governments to strengthen 
their personnel management systems, and 
provides a system of grants for this purpose. 
Let me make it clear at the outset-because 
there has been much misunderstanding 
about this title--that what we are talking 
about here is a program to upgrade the core 
management· personnel function at State 
and local levels. This means strengthening 
the professional capabUities of those who 
recruit, examine, and develop position classi
fication systems and, pay scales on an agency
wide basis for the States and for the locali
ties. 

To be approved, a State program must in
clude designation of a State agency for its 
administration, provision for a merit system 
and for State matching funds, and a descrip
tion of the plan for improving State per
sonnel management. Such a program might 
include expansion of a State's present merit 
system; plans to meet the manpower needs 
in new or, expanding State programs; im
provement in recruitment, examination, 
classification, and pay plans; development 
of auxillary types o~ jobs to supplement 
professional staff in short supply; research 
and demonstration projects; and interde
partmental and intergovernmental coopera
tion in personnel administration. 

other sections of this title would extend 
grant programs for improvement of person
nel administration to local governments, 
both metropolitan and Il;On-metropolitan. 
As I said earlier, metropolitan governments 
are facing new and acute problems with 
limited reso~ces in personnel administra
tion; and, to a lesser degree, this is true of 
those local governments experiencing rapid 
growth as a result of their proximity to al
ready-urbanized areas. 

The Secretary of Health, Educ&tion, and 
Welfare is asstsned the respons1b111ty of ad
ministering this program. This was done 
in recognition of the long experience and 
oompetence of HEW's Division of State Merit 
Systems in giving assistance to States for 
the past 20 years unde:r the various gran·t
in-aid programs which already reqUire merit 
system personnel administration. That Di
vision, .moreover, has demonstrated the ca
pacity to reach agreement with the Defense 
and Labor Departments on standards for 
personnel administration in grant programs 
requir~ng merit coverage. 

To those who question the role here of 
HEW's Division of State Merit Systems, I 
ask: 

What other Federal unit has had. greater 
practical and fairly peaceful experience with 
State personnel administrators? 

What other unit has demonstrated greater 
awareness of problems confronting State 'and 
local personnel management? 

Title III of the proposed S. 3408 author
izes depart~ents and agencies of the Federal 
Qove~nment conducting training programs 
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f0r tlielr administrative, professional, and 
technical personnel to open these programs 
to counterpart personnel employed by State 
and local governments. It also authorizes 
Federal agencies and departments adminis
tering Federal aid programs to conduct 
training programs for State and local per
sonnel. Such Federal agencies are per
mitted to make grants to States and locali
ties, from that portion of grant funds ear
marked for administrative costs, to cover 
the expense of such training. In addition, 
such agencies are permitted to make grants 
from these funds for educational leave to 
allow State and local employees in short 
supply categories to attend training courses 
related to the grant program. 

Here--as in the case of title I-we are re
vitalizing a technique that already has been 
used. 

This title merely seeks ·to expand the co
operative relationships which already exist 
between many Federal Government agencies 
and States and localities with respect to 
training. The FBI Academy for some years 
has trained police officers for both State and 
local governments. The Law Enforcement 
Act of 1965 provides "assistance in training 
State and local law enforcement officers." 
The Internal Revenue Service and the 'Public 
Health Service are also authorized to train 
counterpart State and local officials. Anum
ber of other agencies have the training au
thority, but some have made little use of it; 
others-and no one has been able to provide 
us thus far with a reliable listing-lack this 
authority. 

Title II, then, meets both these problems. 
It will give new life to the training effort4 of 
those agencies that have failed to exercise 
their statutory powers. And it will remove 
any restrictions which others have encoun
tered in conducting such training programs. 

Title IV goes to the heart of the training 
problem at the State and local levels. Un
der it, the States will be given the whole 
responsibility for developing plans for the 
training of their own employees, and the 
initial responsibility for joining with local 
governments in developing such programs for 
local personnel. Plans would include provi
sions for continuing asse~ment of training 
needs, for equitable standards relating to the 
selection and assignment of personnel for 
training, and for efficient utllization of per
sonnel receiving training, including con
tinued service for a reasonable period of time. 
A State plan also would include guidelines 
cover-ing the selection of universities or other 
non-governmental facilities when such insti
tutions are to be used for training purposes. 

The title authorizes general units of loce.l 
government in the State, either jointly or 
separately, to submit training plans if, with
in a year from the effective date of ·the Act, 
a State falls to submit a plan which includes 
significant provisions covering local training 
activities. Further, it would be administered 
by the Civil Service Commission, but the 
concurrence of the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development again is required for ap
proval of training projects for our Nation's 
cities. 

It is important to note that title IV of 
s. 3408 is residual. Personnel receiving 
training under other Federal statutes are 
specifically excluded from lts coverage. But, 
more importantly, it meets the training needs 
of the States and localities, as these juris
dictions see them. It repla.ces the piecemeal 
method that has characterized the Federal 
approach to in-service training to date. 

Changes in public policy, advancing tech
nology, as well as the appllca tlon of new 
Federal programs can and do change the 
nature of an employee's work. For this rea
son alone, State and local governments have 
no more real choice than does industry, or 
any other sector of our society; they must 
train or re-train employees to meet the need 
of the job and the times. 

What have the States done on their own to 
solve this problem? The record-as we read 
it--is decidedly uneven. Only California, 
New York, Michigan, and a few others have 
training programs for top management. 
Others provide some training for other key 
personnel. But, according to a recent survey 
by the International City Managers Associa
tion, most States have no comprehensive pro
gram for training administrative, technical, 
and professional personneL I understand 
that other studies of the scope of State train
ing efforts are underway, and hope that at 
least some of the preliminary findings of 
these studies will be brought out during the 
course of these hearings. But ICMA's sum
mary of its findings gives us little comfort: 
"There is not, by any stretch of the imagi
nation, an overabundance of comprehensive 
programs. Indeed, the picture presented is 
almost the reverse." 

Title IV of S. 3408 seeks to paint a different 
picture. It emphasizes training needs as 
they are seen from the administrative firing 
line: It is geared to attacking a problem that 
adrtl.inistrators at all levels, as well as experts 
in public administration, have described as 
critical. Finally, it fully recognizes that, as 
President Johnson stated at Princeton, "The 
public ser.vant today moves along paths of 
adventure where he is helpless without the 
tools of advanced learning." 

Title V of the Act authorizes the Civil 
Service Commission to join on a shared-cost 
basis with States or units of general local 
government, or both, in cooperative recruit
ment or examinations under mutually agree
able regulations. Some authorities believe 
the Commission already possesses this au
thority, but the same authorlties concede 
that adequate provision is lacking with re
spect to financing such joint activity. This 
title provides a statutory basis for the Com
mission's authority to enter into such coop
erative arrangements, and it settles the finan
cial question by adopting the shared-cost 
formula. 

The Committee for Economic Develop
ment's recent study on local governments 
recommended: "To assist in recruiting com
petent individual8 the Federal Service En
trance Examination test results should be 
made available to local governments. Since 
less than 9 percent of those elig1:ble for Fed· 
eral G8-5 appointment, for example, ever 
accept any Federal position, to provide local 
units with such information should not ma
terially affect the Federal Government's re
cruitment capability. Instead, it would un
doubtedly result in more persons entering 
government service at levels where their 
training is critically needed." This title 
complements this recommendation. 

Title VI gives prior Congressional consent 
to interstate compacts or other agreements, 
not in conflict with any law of the United 
States, for cooperative efforts and mutual 
assistance relating to the administration of 
personnel and training programs for State 
and local employees. The New England 
Governors' Conference already has launched 
a survey of the poss1b111ties of regional col
laboration with respect to personnel training 
programs. Building on the precedent set in 
the Housing Act of 1961 {which gave prior 
Congressional approval to interstate com~ 
pacts establishing metropolitan agencies in 
multi-state urban areas), this provision 
hopefully wm encourage expanded efforts to 
develop training programs on a regional 
basis. 

To some, this b1111s merely ·a "good govern
ment" measure. I welcome this somewhat 
derogatory designation, because "good gov
ernments" are just what we need to strength
en our cooperative federal system, and to 
make the Great Society programs work. The 
most ambitious programs we have enact&! 
will produce only criticism and chaos if we 
lack the right men in the right places. The 

promises of the Great Society will oniy be 
platitudes, if the people on the administra
tive firing line are unwilling or unable ·to 
execute them. The vitality of the grant-in
aid device will be vitiated, if the necessa.ry 
State and local manpower is incapable of 
assuming its proper role in this joint 
endeavor. 

We must now recognize that governmental 
strength and competence must be judged 
partly in terms of administrative strength 
and competence. Thus, the classical Federal 
doctrine of divided power now requires a 
balancing of bureaucratic authority and in
fluence between and among the levels of 
government. 

s. 3408, the proposed Intergovernmental 
Personnel Act of 1966, is concerned with all 
these critical issues. It is my hope that 
these pt;OCeedings wlll provide the basis for 
improving and perfecting this measure, since 
the need for action on the intergovernmental 
manpower front becomes more pressing .with 
each passing day. 

At this point, I want to insert in the RECoRD 
the text of the blll, along with the following 
materials relating to it: 

1. Citations to State Merit Systems Re
quired by Federal Grant-in-Aid ProgramS, 
by Johnny H. Kllllan, Legislative Reference 
Service, Library of Congress. 

2. Table of employment and merit system 
coverage by State and local governments 
1964-65, compiled by the Subcommittee staff. 

3. Excerpts from title 45, Code of Federal 
Regulations. Part 70: Standards for a Merit 
System of Personnel Administration. 

4. Rank of the States: Number of State 
and Local Employees. 

5. Lists: States with centrally-directed pro
grams for training of State and local per
sonnel, and States with training programs 
directed by various State agencies. 

6. Table: State Personnel Agencies; Cover
age, Organization, and Selected Policies, Au
gust 1965. 

7. Table: Budgets, Staffs, and Pay Rates of 
Public Personnel Agencies. 

EXPORTS OF ~T AND LIVESTOCK 
PRODUCTS 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, as a 
Senator from a major beef-producing 
State, I am of course vitally interested 
in new markets for that commodity. To
day I should like to draw attention to 
the progress that has recently been made 
in establishing markets for U.S. beef in 
foreign countries. 

In 1965 U.S. beef imports exceeded ex
ports by 888 mill1on pounds. The trade 
deficit strongly suggests that one need 
not look beyond our own shores to find 
markets for beef. Most of the imported 
beef, however, wa.s lower grade manu
facturing-type meat, for use in process
ing-for example, sausagemaking--or 
canned and preserved types like corned· 
beef. It is true that .a few areas of. the 
United States must stm import some beef 
to satisfy the domestic demand for high 
grade beef. But there is reason to be
lieve that this market will soon be satu
rated. My remarks are therefore di
rected toward the building of foreign 
markets for high grade U.S.-produced 
beef in addition to meat of other grades. 
At times when supplies exceed domestic 
demand it will be highly important to 
our meat industries to have these new 
conswners. 

The Senate Small Business Committee, 
led by its chairman Senator SPARKMAN. ~ 
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has already begun to explore the poten
tial of Europe as a market for beef. Be
gtiming in · early 1965, Senator SPARK
MAN's committee held several days of 
hearings on these subjects. The testi
mony and research revealed several difll
culties confronting those who would ex
port beef. 

Major obstacles are that disparate 
shipping rates exist which favor South 
American exporters over those of the 
United States. Other deterrents include 
lack of market information plus an ab
sence of any pr&rnotional effort, political 
barriers in the form of import regula
tions-Common Market .external tariff, 
variable import levies, and proposed 
quotas are examples-veterinary and 
sanitary regulations_:_where unneces
sarily restrictive-and inability to co~
municate caused by differences in de
scriptive terminology. Another problem 
is presented· by the relatively high costs 
of moving cargo through U.S. ports. 
Other difficulties especially relevant to 
the small farmer include financing and 
credit arrangements. 

Senator SPARKMAN has pointed the way. 
He persuaded the Department of Agri
culture to explore fully the possibilities 
for establishing new export markets in 
other countries for the quality meats 
produced in the United States. 

Since Senator SPARKMAN began his 
campaign to enlarge the beef export 
markets, there have been several im
portant advances. The most significant 
perhaps was the recently successful ex
perimental shipment of beef to Germany. 
Prior to that shipment ocea,n freight 
rates to Europe for chilled beef had been 
reduced by 25 percent; largely as a re
sult of Senator SPARKMAN's efforts. Sev
eral of the other barriers, for example, 
economic, technical, veterinary, and po
litical, were of necessity also overcome. 
Technological breakthroughs by the 
transportation industry led to the devel
opment of an integrated container serv
ice on the North Atlantic; refrigerated 
containers for perishables, and spe-cial
ized preservative methods to facilitate 
shipping of meat. 

All these factors worked together to 
make the shipment itself successful. 
The consumer reaction in Germany was 
gratifying beyond all expectations. . It 
had been thought that at least 1 week 
of promotion would be necessary to in
terest buyers.~ But after only 2 or 
3 days the entire shipment, which 
was handled by only two different stores, 
was completely sold out . . Needless to say 
there are here strong indications of a 
lucrative market for beef. The Senator 
froltl Alabama and his committee thus 
opened the eyes of many. 

Air shipments during the summer 
months of this year have opened up new 
vistas. 

Being from the west 'Coast I am, of 
course, interested iii export markets in 
the Pacific Ocean areas. The problem of 
establishing markets in the Pacific re
gion is somewhat different from that in 
Europe. Dietary habits in the Far East 
are, obviously, quite di1ferent from those 
of the Western nations. Beef has not
been a basic part of the Asian diet. There 
is evidence, however, that the people of 

Japan are gradually changing their food 
consumption patterns. Reduction of 
space available fer agriculture together 
with recent actions to liberalize meat im. 
ports mean that a potential demand for 
beef exists in that country, 

Every year since 1960 Japan has in
creased its per capita consumption of 
beef. But the total amount consumed is 
still very small, less than 5 pounds per 
person per year. To date Japan has been 
able to satisfy the limited demand pri
marily through domestic production . . In 
1965 Japan produced 209,385 tons of be·ef 
while exporting only 21 tons. At the 
same time Japan imported only 11,920 
tons, a mere 8 tons of which came from 
the United States. When one considers 
that the U.S. per captta consumption is 
106 pounds and that of most European 
countries is over 40 :Pounds, Japan looms 
as a vast untapped potential market. A 
promotional campaign could go a long 
way toward altering the Japanese tastes 
in meats. A campaign of this type in 
behalf of wheat by Pacific coast busi
nessmen has been spectacularly success
ful, as was pointed out earlier this year 
by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MORSE]. 

A side effect of increased consumption 
of beef by the Japanese could be a com
mensurately decreased interest in eating 
fish, now one of the primary foods for the 
Japanese. At the present time Japan 
and the United States find themselves at 
odds concerning the harvesting of ocean 
resources. · Japan's reliance on fish has 
led that nation to be less conservation 
minded than the United States believe is 
necessary. 

Another obviou.s benefit to the United 
States would be the favorable effect on 
our country's imbalance of payments. 

I want to emphasize, as Senator SPARK
MAN has said before, th.at those of us who 
are interested in. beef exports are looking 
to the long range. The United States 
has not yet reached the point where its 
beef production satisfies domestic de
mand.· But the cattle growers of this 
country have demonstrated a fantastic 
ability to produce more and better beef 
th,an cattlemen anywhere else .in the 
world. In 196·5 over 19,665 million 
pounds of beef were produced in the 
United States. · That is approximately 
four times the production of Argentina, 
the second-ranking beef-growing nation. 
Between 1960. and 19·65 the increase in 
the U.S. production alone exceeded the 
total production of Argentina for 1965. 
A growth rate like that, of almost 20 per
cent~ portends a situation in the not too 
distant future where exporting will be 
almost a prerequisite to the maintenance 
of continued health of the cattle indus
try. At that time our cattlemen will be 
in a position to help ,significantly in re
ducing the world food deficiencies. But 
since expansion of this type of export de
pends to a large degree on the success of 
the long hard undertaking of education, 
now is th~ time to· take the first steps. 

THE ARCHITECT AND THE -FUTURE 

· Mr. RIBICOFF: Mr. President, the 
crisis in our cities has m,any causes. 
These causes require attention from psy-

chiatrists and sociologists, medical doc
tors, economists, public officials, tech
nologists, city planners, architects--and 
experts in other disciplines and fields. 

No one can deny the seriousness of the 
problems that afflict-and in some cases 
paralyze-the urban life of our Nation. 
The urgency of the situation must be rec
ognized and met. Respol'U)ibility de
mands -that we engage meaningful, 
effective measures to combat the confu
sion and chaos and heartache so preva
lent in our cities today. 

The Subcommittee 6h Executive Re
organization, which I chair, began hear
ings this week on the Federal role in 
urban affairs. In these hearings we in
tend to examine the problems of our 
cities. We hope to find some answers 
that will help the cities to utilize to the 
greatest advantage the talents of spe
cialists from many fields. 

One group of specialists are the archi
tects, who must have unrestricted vision 
and unbounded zeal for building new 
cities and rebuilding the old. They must 
have training that will teach them to use 
the materials of our day for the life of 
our Nation tomorrow. They must have 
the patience, the broadmindedness and 
wide technical skills that will enable 
them to work with others constructively 
and productively for common goals. 

On July 29, 1966, Nathan Marsh Pusey, 
the president of Harvard University, 
gave the second Purves Memorial Lec
ture. of the 1966 national convention of 
the American Institute of Architects. In 
his address, President Pusey describes 
the role of the architect in America's 
future. He outlines the course of study 
that universities must make available to 
our future architects if they are to meet 
successfully the challenges of this role. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that President Pusey's address be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE NEEDED NEW MAN IN ARCHITECTURE 

(By Nathan Marsh Pusey, president, Harvard 
_University, for the Purves Memorial Lec
tur~ of the 1966 national convention of 
the American Institute of Architects, 
Arnold Hall of the Air Force Academy, 
Colorado Springs, Colo., June 29, 1966) 
It is a pleasure and a privilege to have 

been chosen a.s your second Purves Memorial 
Lecturer. I am happy because ·of the oppor
tunity it ha.s given· me to become better 
informed about the American Institute of 
Architects and because of the chance it ha.s 
provided to meet more of the members of 
your society. And I am honored to follow in 
the footsteps of that eminent critic of our 
cities and our culture who spoke to you la.st 
year, Mr. Lewis Mumford, whose useful life 
ha.s been largely . spent in challenging tradi
tional and thoughtless suppositions about 
the environment in which we live. I should 
like to continue in a direction he indicated, 
and, p·ursuing the general. theme of your 
meeting, "Technology, Environment and 
Man," say something about the involvement 
of today's universities with your profession 
and its problems, and, more especially, about 
the present situation of education for your 
profession within universities. 

A breath-taking change and turbulence 
began to take shape in American universities 
during the early 1940's when the Federal 
Government with a formidable war effort 
on its hands turned to them of necessity 



August 16, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 19485 
for personnel, for training programs and 
above all for research. Having once moved 
in this direction, the Government has not 
been · able again to reverse its course. For 

-even before the war had been terminated it 
had become clear to the more perceptive 
among our leaders that the scientific enter
prise created under military exigency would 

-have to be continued and strengthened in 
peacetime in the interests of defense, health, 
and economic growth. And soon exploration 
into space was to be added to this list. 

The result has been a period of unprece
dented expansion and development for uni
versities. Seen now as the agents of the ad
vance of science and technology, and as the 
indispensable providers of the highly trained 
personnel needed to keep the very compli
cated machine of modern civilization in re
pair and operating, they are no longer of 
interest merely as schooling places for young 
people, but have become of compelling con
cern to governments everywhere as the in
struments both of survival and of advance. 
Only think for instance of the thousands of 
new enterprises which have resulted from the 
discovery in university laboratories of arti
ficial fiber, of computers, of transistors, of 
lasers and so on: All such discoveries even 
when not immediately attributable to uni
versity laboratories have depended to some 
significant degree upon university teaching 
and training-above all upon the funda
mental research of universities. It is nbt 
surprising therefore that new universities 
are now arising in countries where they never 
existed before and that older ones long 
thought comfortably established are again 
undergoing revolutionary development and 
change. And professional people of many 
kinds at all stages of their careers are in
creasingly turning to universities to learn 
of new developments, to find a congenial 
place to exchange views with colleagues, to 
get glimpses into developments in related 
fields,. and to obtain a fresh grip on theoret
ical considerations which underlie profes
sional practice, themselves constantly being 
refined and reinterpreted within academic 
walls. 

Revolutionary developments are also oc
curring in schools of architecture and design 
within universities. Schools of this kind, as 
you know, were rather late comers to the 
university environment. Professional schools 
of divinity, medicine, law, engineering and 
·agriculture-in some places, even of busi
ness-preceded them. Apprenticeship in an 
architect's office, coupled perhaps with some 
formal training in elementary engineering, 
occasionally, toward the end of the period, 
supplemented by study at the Ecole des 
Beaux Arts, was sufficient educational expe
rience for most of the American architects 
who practiced in the nineteenth century
whether a Benjamin, a Lathrobe, a Richard
-son or even a Louis Sullivan (who I have 
been told deserted M.I.T. in early career for 
travel and more practical experience). 

But in the last third of the nineteenth 
century specialized schools of architecture 
began to appear in the United States, as a 
rule, in association with universities. They 
owed their origin to a realization by the con
noisseurs of architecture that there was 
much to be learned about the styles of build
ing and the history of architecture which 
could be dispensed more conveniently in a 
university setting than by the more expen
sive procedure of travel and study abroad. 
Further the more affluent clients of the 
Gilded Age and later could begin to a:fford 
and demand . more substantial and impres
sive structures, often elaborately eclectic, 
than those erected in a day of self-taught 
craftsmen. 

The curricula of the early schools were 
shaped by the conditions of those times. 
They were compounded of concerns of engi
neers and interests of individuals trained in 

the French Beaux-Arts tradition who 
thought of themselves primarily as artists. 
The aim was to impart at least a modicum of 
basic knowledge of structural engineering 
together with considerable familiarity with 
the earlier historical styles of architecture, 
especially Renaissance architecture. It is 
easy now to find amusing what seem in our 
time to be the rather conventional achieve
ments of this early effort to create a pro
fession, establish standards and provide a 
systematic scheme of education for a pro
fession. But the accomplishments of this 
effort were not slight. Men trained in that 
tradition both met the demands of their 
clients and learned to put up useful build
ings that could stand. These older parts of 
almost all our present cities continue to pro
vide more or less impressive monuments to 
the architectural aspiration and achieve
ment of that period. 

Professional education in architecture 
took a great leap forward in the United 
States during the 1930's. This compara
tively recent advance was touched off as the 
more creative teachers of the time, stimu
lated by developments abroad, turned from 
what had become an almost obsessive con
cern with historic styles to pay attention to 
new opportunities being revealed by the ad
vance of technology, by new rna terials arid 
methods of building; but perhaps more im
portant, they began to be less bound by the 
whims of individual clients to show more 
concern for the social significance of 
buildings. 

Now, though training in architecture has 
continued to progress, again new circum
stance calls for radical advance. We. have 
learned that a building can no longer be 
thought of, if it ever properly could, as an 
entity in itself, or even only with reference 
to its immediate setting. Nor can a small 
cluster of buildings exhaust the reach of an 
architect's concern. The practice of archi
tecture· and education for architecture have 
been extricating themselves from limitations 
unwittingly placed upon them earlier by what 
Alfred North Whitehead called "the fallacy 
of misplaced concreteness." This was his 
suggestive name for a widespread human 

. mental faiUng which causes us to regard ob-
jects and events as independent of their 
environments and as cut off from a complex 
mass of considerations from which they can
not be separated if they are to be viewed 
properly for either intellectual or aesthetic 
purposes. ., 

There is a parochial illustration here from 
the university world. In the early years of 
the fledgling ~rvard College the space needs 
of· the institution could be met very simply 
-by altering an old structure or by erecting 
a new building in some attractive relation
ship to existent structures. In most cases 
such a building would be designed by a self
taught builder such as Colonel Thomas 
Dewes, the master builder in the 18th cen
tury of our Hollis Hall. The first campus 
plan, simple and classical in inspiration, was 
developed in the decades following the 
American Revolution by the Boston archi
tect, Charles Bulfinch, himself largely self
taught. The Bulfinch scheme, a repetition 
of buildings surrounding and facing inner 
courtyards, has been followed in principle 
·ever since. Such a plan presumes a con
tinuing supply of land and a fairly intimate 
scale of design. But today's conditions do 
not permit indefinite expansion on a build
ing-by-building basis with each need met 
as it occurs. · 

Today the dwindling land supply and the 
pressures of the surrounding city force o.n 
educational institution to intensive land 
utilization which can only be effectively car
ried ~mt by careful planning involving many 
'factors. And at the same time buildings 
have become infinitely more complex struc
tures than they were previously. Not much 
more than a decade ago Harvard University 

was attempting to solve most of its building 
problems on ad hoe basis. And the respon
sibiUty for planning, selecting architects and 
supervising construction fell mainly on the 
shoulders of one man, the administrative vice 
president. 

Today the university has a full-time plan
ning office, has organized a master plan foo
development, holds at least weekly planning 
sessions, and constant intercommunication 
on matters such as land-purchase in the vi
cinity of the university's area of develop
ment. In early stages a building often re
quires the considered attention of phalanxes 
of advanced scientists to begin. to say what 
the new structure should be. No building 
project can be undertaken today .without 
very careful thought for the purpose it · is 
to serve, location, interrelationship with 
buildings and streets, availability of parking, 
conformity with zoning and building codes, 
the very c<;>mplicated ne~, o:t a variety of 
future occupants, proximity to other users 
and so on. And the experience of one in
stitution like Harvard is simply a case in 
microform of the vast problems of plan:p.ing 
and development for which the talen-ts of 
the architect of the future wlll be ca:lled 
forth. 

What can be considered a proper kind 
of professional training f-or architects in 
such a situation? Clearly we have come to 
a time when no one person, or single kind 
of person, can possibly longer meet the pro
fessional demands with which those who 
work in your field will be confronted. 

!!!conomics, sociology and social psychol
ogy, government and law, administration 
and administrative services, public health, 
science of all kinds--especially the engineer
ing, technological and computer sciences
and Bibove all perhaps, a deeper understand
ing of humanity and an acquisition of con
cern and compassion for humanity (should 
I say, education for wisdom?) all these and 
more, reaching far beyond the older curric
ula traditional in schools of architecture 
seem now to be relevant. 

Men with the broadest kind of education 
are now needed in your profession and a 
more advanced kind of professional educa
tion must be devised to provide them. Med
ical education began to move to the graduate 
level durJng the last third of .the nineteenth 
centilry. · Since the Flexner Repoo-t made its 
impact in 1910, education in medicine has 
operated almost exclusively at this level. 

Today, as you know, perhaps the most sig
nificant part of the doctor's education takes 
place not only after four years in college, but 
in the years which follow after an additional 
four years of medipal school, that is, in the 
post-post-graduate years of internship and of 
residency. Education for law began to move 
to the graduate level some eighty years ago 
and is now generally conducted at this level. 
Today schools of business, and also more re
cently of education, are increasi~gly becom
ing graduate institutions and are redirecting 
their efforts from master's to doctoral pro
grams. And change is called for also in 
education for your profession. 

A first order of business for our new time 
will be to strengthen and undergird our 
schools of architecture and of planning. 
Even the best of these training centers today 
is woefully lacking in permanent funds to 
provide regular income for faculty salaries 
and current programs. For years these 
schools have existed in large degree on the 
part-time activity of men and women who 
must supplement their income by outside 
practice. Of course, this is not all bad, since 
practitioners of architecture need, as much 
as physicians or lawyers, the constant re
freshment which comes from interaction be
tween the academic and the active worlds. 
But our schools of architecture need to be 
freed from their too great dependence on 
part-time' teachers whose income derives 
principally from outside sources. Our schools 
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of &..rchitecture deserve at least strong and 
large core facilities of able, thoughtful men 
who are motivated toward teaching and re
search and who wUI find their joy in these 
activities. 

No less important is the need to attract 
and recruit to the architectural profession a 
fair share of eager and talented young peo
ple--always 1n short supply and now being 
sought aggressively by all professions. This 
means having much more fellowship support 
for graduate study than schools of architec
ture and design have yet acquired. We need 
more students, yes. This is surely the sine 
qua non in a day when the tasks of building 
and rebuilding in a crowded world seem al
most to outstrip our ability to match the 
challenge. And more adequate fellowships 
will help to secure them. But I see no need 

· to panic simply because there are only 30,000 
aFchitects in the United States compared 
With nearly a million engineers. The chief 
point I should like to make here is that we 
need not · mere numbers but a new kind of 
man. 

Va.st 1nterdiscipllna.ry efforts are now called 
for. These will require many different kinds 
of individuals With different kinds of train
ing for any specific project--developers of 
real estate, planners and surveyors, engineers 
0! many kinds, lawyers, sociologists, health 
oftlcers, government oftlcials, political sclen
ti&ts, economists, and agronomists. All these 
and more will be needed if cities of the kind 
we all know we should have, and wan.t, are 
now to be designed, constructed and rebuilt. 
But above all, we shall need individuals 
trained in arohitecture and design who can 
cooperwte with others and provide leadership 

~in such complex undertakings as now con
. front the builder's art. 
· This implies, among other things, tha:t we 
shall have to learn to value each other and 
to work together to a degree previously not 
even contemplated, let alone achieved. So 
long as we as a people look only to ourselves 
as individuals and demand nothing more, for 
elW.mple, than a three-room box with a 
streamllned kitchen set on a qual'ter ac;e (or 
less) of land within reach of an overcrowded 

·superhighway, we shall be moving further 
toward anarchy and the unlmaglnative un
controlled destruction of what is left of both 
city and countryside. So long as we continue 
to heave beer cans onto the pavement and 
gum and cigarette packages into reflecting 
pools we shall fail in achieving the wise, 
broad, revolutionary changes which the new 
age demands. We need not create a social

' ism but we surely need to sociallze our wan·ts 
and aspirations. This is whrut I mean when 
I say that building now calls for a new kind 
of man. The self-discipline which will be 
required for the planning and use of the 
cities of the future is perhaps more than our 
present level of education and ethical stand
a.rds can contemplate, but it 1s surely worth 
working for, and all of those summoned to 
the task of rebuiding will have to have both 
the vision and the apostolic zeal to compre
hend and rally others to what may be done 
in their professions for the collective good. 
They cannot be people content simply to 
accept conventional solutions. 

Walter Gropius concluded years ago that 
"an · architect or planner worth the name 
must have a very broad and comprehensive 
vision indeed to achieve a true synthesis of a 
future cornmun:lity." And since no one will 
deny today that he was right there remains 
the troubling question: How do we begin to 
produce the professionals in your area whose 
vision is commensurate with present need? 

I am particularly conscious of what one 
gr{l.duate school, the Harvard Graduate 
School of Design, has been trying to do to 
Uft itself to some such level as is indicated. 
We have had a graduate program for more 
than fifty years. We hope soon to add more 
post-graduate studies. OUr school recruits 

from all over the world students whom, we 
hope, have the best and widest preparation 
that can be ,found. We have special interest 
at the moment 1n building stronger pro
grams in resources and ecology, in program
ming, in architectural technology and in 
computer graphics. Above all, we wish to 
find the means to pay much more attention 
to programs of research, to enlarge the gen
eral competence by seeking to supply the 
profession with a continuing fund of new 
knowledge. And beyond this our Graduate 
School of Design has now begun increas
ingly to interact with other parts of the 
University, drawing on the talents and re
sources of other disciplines and faculties-
law, sociology, public administration, edu
cation and public health-for assistance in 
its work; and also in such an institution as 
the Joint Center for Urban Studies, with 
other universities, in this particular instance 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 

Slmllar efforts are going on in other schools 
of architecture--all of them called to in
creased activity by a broad and growing 
awareness that we must begin now to fight 
with new vigor on the educational front if 
we are to forestall and push back an impend
ing urban chaos with all that failure can 
mean in increased misery and lost potential. 

It is a sad fact to admit that the liberal 
social efforts of the past half-century-chief
ly the universal demand to solve in an at
tractive and humanely engaging way the 
ever present problem of mass, low-priced 
hous~ng, has been temporarily solved at a 
rather low level 0! quality. And this despite 
the fact that the problem originally engaged 
the finest of the new breed of architects. 
Yet the modern architect, while adopting 
Sullivan's dictum that form should follow 
function, let slip the opportunity to lead 
in the solution of mass problems and .in 
general failed to grapple with the complex
ities of organization and planning which 
such huge projects required-shall I say, 
because of susceptibility to the "fallacy of 
misplaced concreteness"? The problem of 
mass housing, humanely and attractively 
and cheaply executed, remains. Are our ef
forts sUftlcient to meet the challenge? And 
will we continue to labor in vain to convert 
the public to the job that must be done, a. 
public largely disenchanted with what has 
been done to date? 

It is clear that the future architect needs 
a broader preparation before entry upon pro
fessional education as well as a more varied, 
imaginative, relevant and demanding pro
fessional education. We must provide hlm 
with more advanced work. We must en
courage more research to enhance and sup
port the efforts of the profession. We must 
organize more cooperation and team effort. 
And we must furnish new programs of in
ternship training and of continuing educa
tion, such as is common in the other pro
fessions, notably now in law, business, and 
medicine. 

I said at the outset that universities have 
been developing rapidly in recep.t years be
cause of their new involvement 1n the world 
and with the world's pressing present prob
lems. I cited as examples of the latter: de
fense (I might have added with it, world 
order), health (including shall we also say, 
population), economic growth and the ex
ploration of space. There are others but 
perhaps now there is no more formidable 
problem presented to us, and to other peo
ple, than that presented by the city itself. 

We were all taught in an earlier period that 
cities were the very signs and symbols of 
the advance of civ111zation. The story of 
the city's origin in primitive agricultural 
societies and of its spread to more and more 
parts Of the world, with the growth of popu
lations and the development of commerce, 
was the central theme of history and the 
proof of progress. To be sure, i-n a later 

stage Imperial Rome, for example, with its 
narrow streets and housing blocks, which 
the Romans called "islands,'' may have had 
problems aggravated by fires, shabby con
struction, crowding poverty and disease. 
But that was long ago. And 1f the cities 
of medieval Europe with their smells, plagues, 

. and general discomfort may also have left 
much to be desired, they too belonged to 
an early and less fortunate age. And what 
point could there be now in recalling that 
earlier in this century New York's lower east 
side was not exactly a lovely place, or that 
there were blemishes in Pittsburgh before 
the Golden Triangle? There was nothing 
essentially wrong with the city in itself
nothing at any rate that time would not 
cure. That was the mood and view a gen
eration ago. Now we are not quite so sure. 

You are aware that today many young 
·people in America (of whom there is a very 
generous supply I) are becoming increasingly 
conscious of soft spots in our society. A 
part of the explanation for the worry wh-ich 
some of out more perceptive young people 
-have about our society runs something as 
'follows: As a rule these men and women, 
born since the Depression, have grown up 
in well-tended suburban communities in an 
atHuent part of society. During their years 
1n secondary school they heard much about 
·the ancient glories of our culture and of our 
way of llfe. They experienced little uneasi
ness and found few real causes for worry. 
Then, more recently, during school or col
lege, many of them went abroad-increas
inglt to the so-called developing parts of the 
world-to India, to Egypt and other parts of 
Africa, to Latin-America-with Operation 
'Crossroads, the Peace Corps, or some other 
agency. There, for the first time, they saw 
,with their own eyes poverty and misery and 
'were horrified by what they saw. They came 
face to face with the dreadful effects of 
want in other countries not only in villages 
and refugee settlements, but even behind 
concrete fences in glamorous new urban 
areas in large sections of the most modern 
cities. And from such experiences they 
came home, and then for the first time, 
through eyes freed from insensitivity, beheld 
similar sights in our own cities, with a re
sulting sense of shock. 

Most of us--not only the younger among 
us-have experienced something like this in 
recent years as we have finally begun to face 
up to the realities of our present day citie&
especialy to the almost uni versa! degrada
tion of the older, deb111tated inner cities. 
We are aware of the allegations of the pres
ent leaders in China who seek to win the 
underprivileged of the world to their cause 
by saying that the great struggle going on 
in the world today is that between people in 
rural, village societies and those who dwell 
in cities. This new view comes to us with a 
start in view of our ancient belief that every
one likes cities and would choose to move 
into them (as they seem now in most parts 
of the world to be doing!) . And precisely 
at this time we discover that our cities are 
sick and in need of drastic therapy. Villages 
are forming again in their very hearts, in 
their decaying centers, where clusters of 
needy, alienated, poorly-educated people eke 
out miserable existences in what has been 
called prematurely an atHuent society. And 
we begin to suspect that the enemy, who, 
we are told, may one day be knocking at the 
gates of our cities, has already begun to 
take up positions of strength within them. 

Nor are our urban problems confined to 
1ihe inner city. Excessive population, air
pollution, contaminated rivers, falling sup
plies of water, inadequate administrative 
services, ineffectual health agencies and 
schools, outmoded methods of mass trans
portation, maddening snarls of traffic and a 
ruined countryside--these make only a par
tial list. But confronted by them at long 
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last we begin to ask ourselves questio~ long 
overdue: Do we have to--can we afford to be 
so indifferent to the needs of others? On a 
more modest plane, do we have to be so cap
tivated by the automobile? Have we not 
the energy, means and imagination to find 
new ways of moving ourselves about? Is 
.there any reason we should not be able to 
find in our urban centers islands of peace 
and quiet, walkways, pools and green trees 
instead of frustrated and embittered people, 
smog, roaring buses, taxicab horns, trash 
cans, and plundered park land? Cannot the 
city again ,be ma.de a place for enjoyment 
ana once aga1n an 1nstrument ror the for
ward thrust of civilization? And if not, why 
not? 

It is this last question which is new in our 
time. It is of course easy to argue that to
day's cities are not all that much worse than 
the cities of earlier times. I still remember 
the surprise I experienced years ago at being 
confronted with evidence that primitive 
fertility cults flourished on the north slope 
of the Acropolis when the Erechtheum first 
shone there in its pristine beauty. Nor 
could either Dickens' London nor the New 
York City, say, of John Sloan or Lillian Wald 
at the turn of the last century have been 
accurately described as completely civilized 
places. But there is a difference now, for we 
have, or think we have, or should have-
thanks to scientific, technological and eco
nomic advance--the knowledge and means 
to do something about the problems cities 
present. We are no longer in a mood simply 
to endure them. Now perhaps for the first 
time people in general are becoming restless 
and impatient with governments--city, state 
and federal-which delay in facing up to 
this gigantic job, and may be expected to de
mand increasingly that something be done. 
The question is, can something good be 
done? 

In such a situation, at such a time, it is 
encouraging to know that your profession 
has begun to arouse itself to the need, cog
nizant of its obligation to society. In his 
stimulating address at the first meeting of 
your Indianapolis chapter, your President, 
Mr. 'Morris Ketchum, Jr., called for intensi
fied etrort "to educate more architects to as
sume the responsib111ty of creating society's 
physical environment." Surely here is a 
helpful beginning to the enormously diffi
cult task of clarifying professional responsi
b111ty and of asserting the accompllshments, 
actual and potential, and the alms and the 
needs of your profession. 

In this delineation of alms and needs there 
wlll be many places where the universities 
can help. Unlike the cloistered inwardness 
of higher learning of an earlier day, the con
temporary university 1s very much in the 
world. Its main aim must always be to con
tinue to produce trained people to advance 
knowledge of many kinds, and to help select 
and promote solutions to those requiring a 
priority of attention. But in any present 
grouping of pressing problems, looking to the 
eventual achievement of health, plenty, edu
cation and international order, the task of 
finding ways to live more happily and satts
factorlly in cities must surely now take a top 
place. 

How can we in all our numbers and all 
our diversities live together in a fashion cal
culated to permit us as individuals those ex
periences of independence, beauty, and 
incentive necessary even in the most elemen
tary definition of a good life? Community 
ugliness, against which your Institute has 
declared unremitting warfare, is much more 
than an aesthetic peril, for it can poison 
every aspect of dally life--the sky we see, 
the air we breathe, the streets we walk and 
the people we meet and live among. But 
community beauty and a shared pride and 
responsib111ty for the integrity of our sur
roundings can 11ft life to a new level of dig
nity and grace. 

The city is a place to develop humanity, 
to help people to a fuller life, to a more 
widely applicable, · modern equivalent of 
some of those virtues and goods which were 
anciently associated with the term urbanity. 
The task of building, of designing buildings 
and of planning cities is not just to furnish 
shelter, modern conveniences and speed of 
transportation, but to contribulte imagina
tively to full humanity in the populous places 
where we shall all want to live happily and 
independently, but also for each other. 

Fortunately there is a new way of looking 
at things in this age which shows itself very 
Wldely even outside your profession. The 
scientist once concerned mainly with collect
ing, examining, naming and classifying, 
turrred sharply from such activity to pre
occupation with function. Today he recog
nizes the importance of both the minute 
study of constituent parts and the necessity 
for awareness, as well, of the growth and 
environment of the whole living organism. 

Can you in· your profession afford to be any 
less aware or less sensitive when you deal 
with human beings? We are not going to 
endure drabness without complaint. We 
cannot afford to. We have become increas
ingly aware of our environment and of its 
central place in life. And convinced we can 
do something to perfect it. This being so, 
we must now set out to do this something·. 
Appearance wlll not do, nor will a simp~e
minded view ot function by itself. 

We need to give people--both in their role 
as individuals and in their incredibly com
plicated social context-adequate space to 
grow and develop, organized space to bring 
meaning and content to patterns of daily 
existence, designed space to help people to 
find their way in life creatively to the best 
kinds of existence that can be conceived for 
mankind in our age. 

A long time ago Plato argued that rulers 
would have to become philosophers if socie
ties were to be made fit for humankind. I 
am now making the same claim for archi
tects. Not perhaps as philosophers in the 
popular sense but as imaginative men ' not 
lost in abstraction or doctrinaire preoccupa
tion with a personal scale of values; men in 
the midst of life devoted to organizing sen
sibly the concrete arrangement of our rela
tionship to our environment, the paths we 
follow, the stairs we climb, the lllumtnation 
we bring to our activities and even our views 
of the world around us. 

We must together strive to produce the 
enlightened, determined, impatient people 
who can cope with these tasks, people who 
because of knowledge and desire will want 
to do the job well. And how much you and 
your successors will need to know to do this 
most acceptably! At long last our universi
ties are beginning to wrestle with this fact. 
With your help they can, as they have earli
er in many areas of the social, physical and 
life sciences, begin now to find, train, and 
encourage tt.J.s new breed of architect whose 
task is to start building afresh that old world 
that always needs rebuilding. And never 
more so than today I 

HONOLULU'S SISTER CITIES 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, actively 

supporting this country's people-to
people program, the city and county of 
Honolulu have in recent yeStrs adopted 
four sister cities, three of them in the 
Orient. 

City and State officials welcome the 
program because it increases associations 
among the peoples of the Pacific and 
helps to prepare Hawaii for the Pacific 
era foreseen by President Johnson. 

The U.S. Army has also participated 
in a Pacific exchange program. Over the 
past 8 years it has sponsored 11 ex-

changes of good-will groups from the 
civilian communities of Hawaii and· the 
Ryukyus, 9 with Japan, 5 with Korea, 
4 wit,h the Philippines, and 4 with 
Taiwan, plus a 1961 mission to several 
countries. 

Mr. A. A. Smyser, editor of the Hono
lulu Star-Bulletin, Hawaii's largest daily 
newspaper, recently concluded a visit to 
Honolulu's sister cities l.n the Orient. 
His findings were recently published in 
the Star-Bulletin. I know that Senators 
will be interested in Hawaii's efforts to 
win more friends for America in the Far 
East. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Smyser's article be printed in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Honolulu Star-Bulletin, July 28, 

1966] 
. OUR THREE ORIENTAL SISTERS: THE TIEs 

THAT BIND ARE NUMEROUS INDEED 

(By A. A. Smyser, editor, the Star-Bulletin) 
Honolulu has three Oriental slster&-

Kaohsiung, Naha and Hiroshima. 
Kaohsiung is the bustling, proud one. "' 
Naha is the prosperous, troubled one·. 
Hiroshima is the beautiful and sad one. 
Under the People-to-People program de-

veloped initially with President Eisenhower's 
encouragement, many U.S. cities and areas 
have set up "sister" relationships with c<;>un
terparts elsewhere . . 

Honolulu has four such affiliations, of
ficially confirmed by City Councils on both 
sides. The fourth is With Bruyeres, France. 

This month I paid visits to the three 
Oriental sisters. 

It was, by coincidence, the month when 
President Johnson voiced his feelings that a 
Pacific Era is ahead for the U.S. and the 
world, and is supposed to have said to aides 
that he may go down in history as the "Pa
cific President." 

President Johnson gave Hawali a big help
ing hand to Statehood in 1959. 

It may be that Hawaii now can help him 
With his Pacific ambitions. 

Because Hawaii and her Oriental sisters 
have so very much in common. 

They are very different in many respects. 
One need only to consider the dU!erent cul
tures to understand that--Chinese, Okina
wan, Japanese and American. 

MANY TIES EXIST 

Yet the ties that bind are numerous in
deed. 

Emigrants from China, Okinawa and Japan 
(largely from the Hiroshima area) and their 
descendants play a major part in modern 
day Hawau. 

Their ties With the Orient are still con~ 
slderable. Some have fam111es there. There 
also are many migrants who have returned 
from Hawaii to their native lands, usually 
with good reports. 

Several thousand U.S. Social Security 
checks each month are delivered in the 
Hiroshima area. 

Seiho Matsuoka, chief executive of the 
government of the Ryukyus, told me "Ha
waii is not foreign.'' 

"You mean," I asked, "that you consider 
the U.S. as foreign, but not Hawaii?" 

"That's right," he said, "Hawaii is more 
like a brother." 

Most Okinawans have friends or relatives 
in Hawall, he noted. Hundreds of Hawai
ians now work in Okinawa. 

Matsuoka cited the University of Hawa11 
as being particularly helpful to Okinawa. 

Later, Dr. Genshu Asato, president of the 
University of Ryukyus, credited the Univer
sity of Hawali with a principal role t:n bring
ing about creation of this first university in 
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Okinawa. Situated on a Naha hill where an 
ancient castle once stood, it now is training 
more than 3,000 students. 

Matsuoka, the chief executive, worked and 
studied in Hawaii between 1912 and 1918, 
then went on to Los Angeles. 

He credits his Hawaii and Mainland U.S. 
training and education with laying the base 
for his later success in business and politics. 
Without it, he says, he might be one of the 
rabid Yankee-Go-Homers who that day were 
demonstrating outside the U.S. Civil Ad
ministration offices. 

Matsuoka is, incidentally, friendly indeed 
to the U.S. but committed to the- eventual 
politicial reversion of Okinawa to Japan and 
demanding more local autonomy in the 
meantime. 

Mayor Junji Nishime of Naha, Okinawa, 
has a Hawaiian calabash and an outrigger 
canoe model as two of the most' prominent 
displays in his office. Mayor Neal S. Blais
dell of Honolulu presented them to him as 
,a sister city gesture. 

Okinawa next year may send its full 32-
member legislature on a visit to Hawaii. 
Fifteen Hawaii legislators went there in May. 

ROLE OF E¥IGRANTS 

All three of the sister cities are justly 
proud of _the role their emigrant~ have 
played in modern Hawaii. . 

Speaker Akio Nagamine of the unicameral 
Ryukyuan Legislature said one of the rea
sons he wants all 32 legislative members to 
visit Hawaii next year is to see the progress 
made by the Okinawans in Hawaii. 

The Hiroshima Telecasting Company sent 
a film crew last year to film the record of 
Hiroshima families in Hawaii, the Mainland 
and South America. 

The response was so great, it re-ran the 
13-part series plus a one-hour condensation 
which spoke of Hawaii as a land wl;lere there 
is the least racial feeling and of the East
West Center a.S a place that knows no na
tional boundaries and no prejudice. 

Leaders of Kaohsiung on Tai_wan who 
visited . Honolulu in June were most of all 
impressed by the status and success achieved 
by Chinese in the Hawaii community. 

·The Taiwan Chinese are also proud of 
their accomplishments at home, and justly 
so. There will be more in the next article 
in this series on this bustling economy which 
among many pther things, pack_s mahlmahi 
for Hawaii's tables. 

In the center of Kaohsl:ung, as in other 
F,ree ,C,hina cities, stands a statue of another 
former Hawaii schoolboy-Dr. Sun Yat-sen, 
who plotted here for his successful1911 over
throw of the Manchu dynasty and crea.tion 
of ·the Republic of China. 

The last message to me from Speaker 
Wang Yu-Yun of the Kaohsiung City Coun
cil a.S my plane was about to depart was a re
quest to tell the people of Honolulu that 
Kaohsiung would like to see more of them 
come visiting. 

SIMILARITIES BETWEEN SISTERS 

The 28-page 'brochure issued by the City 
of Hiroshima to explain itself to foreigners 
devotes a full page to the sister relationship 
with Honolulu. 

Carp from Hiroshima swim in the pool at 
Honolulu International Center. 

A rock sculpture from Hiroshima is in Fos
ter Garden, and youths from the two cities 
are exchanging visits this summer. A Hon
olulu Y.M.C.A. group is in Hiroshima now. 
A group of students sppnsored by the City of 
Hiroshima will arrive here soon. . 

All four sister cities are middle-size metro
politan areas. Naha, the smallest, has a 
population of around 250,000, Kaohsiung has 
600 000, . Hiroshima 580,000 and Honolulu 
576,000. All of · these figures have give-and
take in them, depending on how you define 
the area. Hiroshima soon may a.dd some 
suburbs that will boost its total to 7QO,OOO. 

Honolulu's figure alrea.dy includes 234,000 
people in rural Oahu areas. 

All four sisters are port cities. 
All su1fered direct attack in World War II 

and two of them-Naha and Hiroshima-
were obliterated, but have come back strong
er then ever. 

All of them have some dependence on tour
ists. 

And all except Hiroshima have a consider
able dependence on military spending, sugar 
and pineapple. 

Hiroshima and Kaohsiung are important 
industrial cities. 

All four cities are more prosperous today 
than ever before. All of them put major 
emphasis on education of children. 

All of them have equable climates. Hiro
shima gets cccasional snow, but not enough 
-to kill the palms that grow on its city streets 
or the white Hawaiian oleanders now bloom
ing along Peace Boulevard. 

STEPS TOWARD WORLD PEACE 

The concept of their "sisterhood" is not an 
idle one. 

The exchanges between them are not of 
great moment as world at! airs gq. 

But they have been at many levels and 
they have added their bit to the world un
derstanding, amity and respect that one of 
the sisters in particular-:-Hiroshi.ma---so de
voutly desires. 

The Chinese proverb says that a journey 
of 10,000 miles begins with a single step. 

The sisterhood arrangements may be small 
steps along the way to world peace-but they 
are positive and forward. 

Subsequent articles in this series will tell 
about the sisters individUally. 

[From the Honolulu Star-Bulletin, July 29, 
1966) 

OUR THREE ORIENTAL SISTERS: TAIWAN SISTER 
CITY BUSTLING TRADE CENTER 

(By A. A. Smyser, editor, the Star-Bulletin) 
On Taiwan, just off the Asian mainland, 

Honolulu has a sister city that both it and 
the world should know better. 

For on Taiwan and in its pustling 59uthern 
port city -of Kaohsiung there is a dramatic 
answer to the problems and challenges of 
Asian development. 

While Red C'hi.na -struggles, ! Taiwan 
prospers. . 

Here, without bloodshed -or class struggle, 
more than 12 million Chinese have built an 
economy thStt has weaned itself from the 
need for U.S. aid and is growing substa,ntially 
with eaoh passing year. 

Energy, skill, determination, and the kind 
of political rule that might have saved the 
China mainland if it had been demonstra.ted 
before 1949 have been combined here with 
$15 billion in U.S. aid (which ended 13 

·months ago) to rebuild a war-wrecked econ-
omy and give this island a vitality it never 
knew befor~. 

Taiwan's most famous city is its northern 
capital of Taipei with a population of more 
than one million. 

But 200 miles south is its second city, 
larger in area than Taipei, though smaller in 
population (around 600,000), and one of the 
major industrial cities and ports· of the 
Orient. · 

Kaohsiung (cow-shung) is not even as 
well-known a name in the Orien,t as it should 
be. Many Japanese know it by the name 
they gave it pre-war: Takao. 

EXPANDING TRADE CENTER 

But Kaohsiung is a name to be reckoned 
with. 

Its port handles two-thirds of Taiwan's 
trade. 

Its jet airport is being enlarged to handle 
international flights. · 

Taiwan lea.ders see it as their closest gate
way to Southeast Asia and foresee a Kaoh-

-

slung population of over one mHlion before 
too long. 

It already is a key naval base and the seat 
of three Free China service academies. 

It outweighs Taipei now in oil, iron, cement 
and aluminum. 

Its new Export Processing Zone .already is 
building up a free port activity that dwarfs 
even Honolulu's fondest dreams. 

Its surrounding agricultural lands produce 
sugar, pineapple, rice and m•any truck crops. 

Incongruously, oxen-seldom seen on the 
streets of metropolitan Taipei-lug scrap 
metal to a modern steel mill and come away 
lugging relnforcing bars, cartload by cart-
loa.d. • 

Women laborers shield their faces with 
cloth, not fo:r religious reasons or modesty, 
but so their skins won't become leathery 
under the sun and they can: be soft and 
feminine at night. 

Cheap labor is still one of the prime induce
ments Taiwan offers to outside investment 
capital. · 

But energetic workers, skillful managers 
and a stimulating political atmosphere have 
'made Taiwan1s aid-fueled economy grow so · 
that everyone can get a bigger slice of pie 
than a few years ago. 

The mainland Chinese who fled to Taiwan 
in 1949 inherited a land that had been under 
Japanese rule until the end of World War II 
and a populace who had oeen kept by the 
Japanese in subservient jobs, denied ad
vanced training and study for the most part, 
and lacking in skills and experience. 

The mainland refugees were skilled and 
m:anagerial people in many instances, but it 
still required extensive training to develop 
the widespread know-how to run the Taiwan 
o:t 1966. . 

Writing for Reader's Digest early this year, 
Keyes Beech and Clarence W. Hall com
mented: 

"Taiwan is a dramatic reminder to all Asia 
that communism is not the short cut to suc
cess tha.t its prophets claim. 

"On Taiwan, instead of hunger there is 
plenty; instead of scarcity there is abun
dance; instead of mass regimentation, there 
is comparative political freedom." 

Free China, these writers a.dd, achieved this 
by adopting means precisely opposite to those 
the C0mmunists used to impose their 
tyranny on 700 million mainland Chinese. 

Government encouraged the peasants with 
land reform (using a system in which former 
owners were fully compensated)· and encour
aged business and industry with inducements 
and incentives that attracted both foreign in
vestment and the capital that had gone to 
the displaced landholders. . 

~The results in Honolulu's sister city of 
Kaohsiung are fascinating to behold. 

Tsai Wen-Yu, who visited Honolulu in 
June, runs a :fls~ery association that sends 
ships over half the surface of the globe from 
Samoa to the Atlantic-and includes in its 
ll:aul much of the mahimahi served on Hawaii 
tables. 

The Fengshan factory of Taiwan Pineapple 
Oompany, just outside Kaohsiung, looks for 
all the w-orld like ~he Hawaiian plants that 
inspired i,t (ai?-d which it now undersells)
right down to a water tank shaped and 
painted like a pineapple. 

Kaohsiung's other industries includes an 
oil refinery, aluminum refinery, iron and 
steel plants, machinery manufacturing 
works, plastic plants, plywood plants, an al
lm.li plant, a thermal power plant, an indus
trial water plant, cement plants, and a. can
making plant. 

CITY OF CONTRASTS 

The mixture of modern and rustic reflects 
the emphasis on priorities and cheap labor. 

Thus, the ride from the jet airport to town 
is still over a rutted, bouncy rural road, 
barely wide enougs for two cars to pass. (A 
better one is coming.) 
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But the cracking c,olumns of the oil refinery 

look like those at Barber's Point. 
A rail line moves the heavy north-to-south 

freight. 
But ox carts do a lot of the close-in hauling 

within the city. 
Motorbikes seem to be the most common 

form of individual transportation, with girls 
riding sidesaddle behi~d their boyfriends 
when evening falls. , 

The nearly-completed new City Council 
Hall puts Honolulu's ff~.cilities to shame, but 
Mayor Frank C. Chen still rules from a sepa
rate building that is a mor~ ancient and 
more Asian version of Honolulu Hale-even 
with dividing tiled -stairs of! the· oeriter court. 

It is not hard to say what impresses a visi
tor the most, at least a visitor who had just 
come from Micronesia. 

If the typical person in Micronesia was 
someone sitting in a door, watching the world 
go by, here the typical person is someone 
bustling-whether by foot, bike or auto. 

Go, go, go----seems to be the watchword 
here. 

Almost everything is. active._ .OnlY the ox
driver, sitting placidly behind his plodding 
beast, seems· apart from the pace, and even 
he will get up often to walk alongside the 
animal. · 

· Speaker Wang Yu-Yun of the KaQhsiung 
City OouncU is proud to display his city
fJ.'Iom an attractive mountain view of a spar
kling nighttime port city to the blaok sand 
public beach near the harbor entrance where 
five cents admission is asked of the bathers. 

It is a city that lies on about the same 
latitude as Honolulu, 1and its vegetation and 
terrain seem familiar to an islander. But the 
leaves that look like taro turn out-to be lotus, 
and the Chinese temples by Chen-Chin Lake 
remind the visitor that this land is as au
thentically Chinese as even ancient Peking. 

Since 1945, Wang explains, Kaohsiung's 
population has more than tripled, but activ
ity at the harbor has grown more than six-
fold. • ' 

The free port is expected to attract indus- · 
tries that will create 15,000 new jobs, maybe 
30,000. ,_ ' - . 

Wang is' proud that one-four-th of Kaoh
siung's population is in school-including. 98 
perc·ent of the children aged 6 to 12. An 
extra three years soon may be added to th~ 
compulsory schooling. 

Many of the school buildings are new, mod
ern and multi-storied. 

Wang and Kaohsiung's city fathers have to 
operate on a budget one-third that of their 
Honolulu sister. 

But in a speech following his return from 
Honolulu, Wang said Kaohsiung should emu
late Honolulu in putting more emphasis on 
traffic control and also in devoting a greater 
part of the budget to public health. 

In the outskirts of Kaohsiung, homes of 
farm families are clustered together. Chick
ens, dogs and an occasional goat share the 
rights of way with .. chllgren and·_adults. 

In the center of town, a sta.tue of Sun Yat
sen, who was trained in Hawaii and plotted 
here for the overthrow .of the _Manchu dy
nasty, smiles down on the crowds at a central 
square. 

Kaohsiung and Honolulu have been sisters 
since Kaohsiung suggested the relationship 
in 1962 and Honolulu accepted. That makes 
Kaohsiung Honolulu's newest sister. 

But the common· bonds go back much 
farther. 

Even before · Sun Yat-sen came to Hawaii, 
still earlier Chinese migrants had come to 
the Islands and started the first rice and 
sugar-planting here . . 

Speaker Wang sees the sisterly relationship 
of the two cities as something of real >alue. 
He only hopes the tempo of the exchanges 
will inorease. 

Not only Honolulu but all the world should 
know more. of the miraces being·wrought on , 
Taiwan and at Kaohsiung. 

Kaohsiung is Honolulu's proud sister, and 
properly so. · 

[From the Honolulu Star-Bulletin, Aug. 1, 
' 1966] • 

OUR THREE ORIENTAL SISTERS: NAHA PLA<;UED 

BY LACK OF GUIDANCE, GOALS 

(By A. A. Smyser, editor, the Star-Bulletin). 
· More than one American has discoverd that 
prosperity does not automaticaily spell happi
ness .. 

So has Honolulu's troubled sister city of 
Naha, Okinawa. 

Naha, in some ways, has never had it so 
good. 

Whatever might be wrong with it-and it 
does have serious problems of finance, health, 
plan.ning and politics-it still can be said 
that things are better than they used to be, 
in most cases much bet~:r. 

Yet Naha-with ~ population of 250,ooo
suffers from the lack of clear direction and 
clear purpose that have done so much to 
buoy Honolulu's two bigger sisters in the 
Orien1r.-Kaohsiung on Taiwan and Hiro-
shima, Japan. . 

At the root . of Nah~'s most frustrating 
troubles are political. 

A Japanese culture has been overlaid by-an 
American government. 

Someday, says ,the Uz;Ut~ States_, Okinawa 
will revert to Japan. 

But for the present we are hanging on 
and hanging on hard and that someday may 
be quite a few years of!. 

DIFFICULT TO FOCUS ON FUTURE 

Young men in Okinawa feel frustra-ted. 
Which way should they point their careers
toward Japan or toward the U.S.? 

Others feel a lack of identity. They are 
stateless people when they travel-requir
ing passports from both the U.S. and Japan. 

"We are a colony," says one Okinawan. 
"We don't belong anywhere," say another. 
"This is a bastardized form of govern-

ment," says a high official. 
"Yankee, go home," chants a violent fringe 

that represents only a Jiny -fraction of the 
populace. 

Considering all that, it would seem un
lik,ely ,that the American at the top of the 
totem .pole could be a popular figure. 

Yet Lieutenant General Albert Wa.tson II 
is popular indeed. Okinawan leaders across 
~ b_ro;:td spectrum seem to agree that he is 
the best-liked high commissioner -t;he U.S. 
has yet assigned and that his policy of "fiexi
bility" has done a lot of good for the U.S, 
and relieved a lot of tensions. 

One of the ' most important statements 
General Watson ever made on Okinawa was 
to ' the Ryukyuan Legislature., on February 1, 
1965. -

"I will," .he said, "transfer to the Govern
ment of the Ryukyu Islands all functions 
which the United States is not compelled to 
retain in the interest of acoomplishing its 
essential military missio~ here." 

~ROCESS I~ FAR F.ROM COMPLETE 

His popularity rests importantly on the 
fact that he has indeed transferred many 
powers to the local government-and says 
the process is far -from complete. 

He also has done his best to wipe out what 
signs he can of U.S: oolonialism and to re
move from the scene Americans who might 
show a colonial superiority complex-a man
ifestation that deeply bothered a Honolulu 
Chamber of Commerce group visiting Oki
nawa two years ago .. In four days, I saw very 
li~tle of it. 

The general haS made himself available to 
Ryukyuan leaders and is considered 'by them 
to be a :person with whom they can speak 
easily and frankly. 

But a considerable amount of the real 
decis~on-making power . on Ryukyuan civil 
affairs still rests in U.S. rather than Ryu
kyuan hands. 

MILITARY, Civn. AREAS INTERMINGLED 

One reason given is tha.t-the military bases 
and civilian areas are so intermingled on 
Okinawa that it is impossible •to draw any 
clear line between them-sueh as runs be
tween Guantanamo and the rest of Cuba .. 

Another .is that if the U.S. administrators 
and advisers were to be pulled out of Oki
nawa, the Ryukyuans would . not have the 
skilled talent available locally and might 
have to turn elsewhere for it-possibly bring
ing in Ja-panese or others who might be hos
tile to the U.S. military presence. 

The ."Yankee Go Home" fringe is small in 
Okinawa-(maybe 500 people out of one mil
lion) but it is vocal indeed-and just enough 
to frighten the U.S. administrators into 
brooding over the possibility ·of hostile po
litical parties swinging into power in either 
Okinawa or Japan, and taking advantage of 
a too-relaxed U.S. posture ,to try to force 
the U.S. out of ·its Okinawa ·bases before it 
is ready to go. _ 

Okinawa is a bastion on~ which the U.S. 
has planted one billion dollars in capi@l 
improvements and another half billion in 
inventories for its Pa.cific defense. It also 
was the bloodiest and costliest Pacific ter
rain captured in World War II. 

Okinawans still recall the morning of April 
1, 1945, when they looked out. and could 
hardly see the horizon for the U.S. invasion 
fleet gathered offshore. 

WHEN WILL UNITED STATES BE READY TO GO? 

When will America be ready to go? 
Certainly not during the VietNam war. 
Hardly, while Red China remains a men-

acing neighbor just 400 miles away. 
- Hardly, in other words, for at least 10 years, 

possibly much longer. 
Under the Japan Pea;ce Treaty, the U.S. 

feels it,-has clear and unrestricted. military 
rights in Okinawa for as long as it cares to 
stay. The Japanese government agmits as 
much though some minority parties would 
read the language otherwi~e. 

The problem is made no easier by the fact 
that Japan has become Anierica's strongest 
:pacific any,' and that u.s. ·must be especially' 
careful that its Okinawa policies do not ,give 
offense. 

This seems to have been a major reason for 
both Presidents Kennedy and, ,:rohnson mak
ing public conimitments to the eventual re
version of Okinawa to Japan, even though 
some U.S. diplomats don't see that as im
plicitly required -by the peace treaty. 

ECONOMY NOT UNLIKE 'HAW All'S 

Pending -reversion, Okinawa 1s developing 
an economy much like Hawaii's With military 
spending as the major 'prop, and sugar, pine
apple 'and tourism in supporting roles. · 

The Okinawans who see reversion to Japan 
as too far remote got some small comfort 
from 15 Hawaii legisla:tors last May who told 
them Hawaii 'had , managed. through 59 years 
of territorial status before it finally got State
hood. 

Hawaii survived and prospered. 
So, too, should Okinawa.....::...out' its situation 

is much more complex 'and frustrating than 
Hawaii's. 

Hawaii had substantial local autonomy and 
was responsible Q~Y to its own adopted-par-
ent, Uncle Sam; ·' 
~ 'Okinawa ·has far less autonomy and the 
administering power doesn't . claim parent
hood, or even step-parenthood, just custo-
dianship. · 

Okinawa sometimes goes crying with its 
problems to its parent, Japan, 8$ in the re
cent instance when General Watson fired Up 
the Yankee-Go-Homers by _withdrawing twa 
legal cases froni: the· Ryukyuan courts. But 
Japan can do little more than sympathize 

·and promise to talk -t:o the· U.S. about it. 
DIFFICULT SITUATION FOR ALL 

. 'l;'he ·sl:l(uation is a ' difficult one for every-. 
one. 
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Seibo Matsuoka, the chief executive of the 
Ryukyuan government (elected by the legis
lature), and General Watson obviously have 
a considerable respect for each other as well 
as a good personal rapport. 

But Matsuoka, who once worked and stud
led in Hawaii, says the General is like a 
father with a 40-"year-old son, who still thinks 
the boy can't fend for himself and won't 
let him try. 

Practically every responsible Okinawa 
leader that I talked to echoed this same com
plaint in one form or another. 

President Genshu Asato of the University 
ot the-.Ryukyus says one of America's greatest 
errors in Okinawa has been its assumption 
that Okinawans are not competent. 

He thinks this is a misconception with 
which the U.S. started its administration 
and has not yet shed, partly because the lan
guage barrier has impeded communication. 

Speaking of the 400 U.S. Civil Administra
tion people who overlay his government 
(more than 200 of them are Okinawaris), 
Matsuoka said: _,-~ 

"They think we are a little lower than 
they are. We don't think so. We know more 
than they know, and we can do equal or bet
ter than they." 

Matsuoka cites development loans, the 
water and power corporations, and the Bank 
of the Ryukyus as U.S.-controlled activities 
that would run better if turned over to the 
Government .of the Ryukyus. In electric 
power, he is speaking of the source of his own 
personal wealth. · 

Matsuoka worked in sugar and pineapple 
:fields in Lahaina, Maul, and on Oahu begin
ning in 1912 then went to a number of 
s·chools here, among them Iolant and Central 
Intermediate. , . 

He thinks the·u.S. should cut its civil ad
ministrative force from 400 people to about 
:five, retaining j"ust enough administrators 
and power to intervene when necessary to 
protect U.S. military interests, which include 
major bases for all the services. 

Here again, Matsuoka voiced a widely
echoed theme--the willlngness, even eager
ness, to see U.S. bases remain and be under 
clear U.S. control though some of the minor
ity parties would restrict them to non-offen
sive missions, the same as in Japan. 

Okinawa's relation to the Viet Nam war, 
1,400 miles away, is primarily that of a sup-, 
port base. 

AS FOR ECONOMIC SUPPORT 
If the U.S. should give the Ryukyuans 

more autonomy, should it then also feel jus
t1fl.ed in curta111ng its substantial economic 
support to the Ryukyuan government? 

Only, says Matsuoka, if it is w1lling to give 
up control of the Ryukyus to Japan. Then 
Japan should pick up the load. 

At present, in an unusual arrangement, 
the Ryukus get support from both the U.S. 
and Japan-with the Japanese contributing 
quite a few millions directly and still more 
by purchasing Ryukyuan sugar and pine
apple in a protect~d market. 

To Kazufumi Uechi, publisher and editor 
of Okinawa's largest paper, the Okinawa 
Times, the U.S. has not done as well in Oki
nawa as Japan would have qone because the 
U.S. mission is primarily military. 

He suggests that economic development 
would be Japan's prime concern and that 
Japan as an administering power might, for 
example, have concentrated more on rebuild
ing the sugar industry than on building wide 
roads. 

If the U.S. insists on holding Okinawa for 
military reasons, he contends, then the u.s. 
has a responsib111ty to do better 1n Okinawa 
than Japan would do. 

He says his studies convince him that so 
far the U.S. has not done this. 

Arguments in this same vein are offered to 
show that, 1:0. various ways, Okinawa as a 

-

Japanese' prefecture would fare better than 
Okinawa is faring un~_er the U.S. " 

SOME U.S. AIMS PRE.FERRED 
It is. admitted, on the other hand, that in 

some areas-for i;nstance, the political liberty 
of teachers-the U.S. system is preferred. 

Some Americans think the Okinawans are 
talking louder than they are prepared to act, 
and not above playing off the U.S. and Japan 
to try to. get the best of both worlds-have 
their cake, eat it too, and have the U.S. and 
Japan foot the bill. 

U.S. officials say that on a few occasions 
they have offered to return certain powers 
and found the Ryukyuans unwilling or un
able to accept them. 

The Okinawans are undoubtedly shrewd 
bargainers-but Hawaiians who remember 
the pains of second class territorfal status 
and of World War II military rule will also 
recognize genuine frustrat1on in Okinawa's 
political plight. 

To recognize it is simpler than to cure it. 
Even though most Okinawans are agreed 

that the U.S. m11itary bases must stay for 
the forseeable future, they would have (cer
tainly) ' local autonomy and (possibly) even 
full reversion to Japan go ahead even while 
the bases remain. 

To the present U.S. administrators, rever
sion seems out of the question' for now. 
More local autonomy they will grant, but 
hardly as much as is wanted. ' · 

To Shut Ikemiyagt, president of the daily 
Ryukyu Shimpo, General Watson has taken 
two or three steps in the right direction, but 
there are 10,000 to be taken. 

In tile view of many Americans, the talk 
of reversion and autonomy is principally the 
work of intellectuals. 

By and large, most Okinawans, they think, 
are too preocupied with day-by-day prob
lems, too happy with their improved eco
nomic prospects, to be politically concerned. 

YOUNG PEOPLES' VIEWS UNCERTAIN 
There is even, it is suspected, a younger 

group that has no great enthusiasm for rever
sion, though young and old agree that 
Okinawa culturally and ethntoally .is Jap
anese. 

Older Oktnawans are outspokenly pro
Japanese, even though they remem~r when 
the Japanese acted as overlords and treated 
them as second class citizens. · 

They say this had abated before World 
War II. 

For all the power and wealth of the U.S., 
Okinawa still has many unpaved streets, 
many people receiving welfare aid, and seri
ous- problems With tuberculosis, mental 111-
ness, trachoma and other diseases-including 
many patients confined at home for lack of 
adequate hospital space. 

But Okinawa also has a prosperity and 
vigor it had never seen before--real progress 
in many health areas, paved highways, thou
sands of autos widely distributed through 
the population, and the joys of traffic jams 
and increasing numbers of traffic lights. 

Naha was as :flat at the end of World War II 
as Hiroshima-mainly due to pre-invasion 
air raids by ~he U.S. forces. 

It now is rebulit and bustling, though it 
has not matched Hiroshima's success with 
master planning. 

The Ryukyus have a university for the :first 
time. 

Per capita income is the second highest 
in the Orient, exceeding all but Japan, and 
ahead of some of Japan's poorer prefectures. 

Naha's bars and taxi dance halls jump at 
night--its bull fights (between two bulls and 
without matadors) thrive on weekends. 

Its leaders dre~ of stm better things to 
come. 

UNITED STATES HAS THREE KEY OBJECTIVES 
The three objectives of the U.S. Civil Ad

ministration in the Ryukyus are to (1) pro-

mote effective government; ' (2) ~evelop a 
viable economy, and (3) improve the stand
ard of living. 

Okinawans and Americans today have ma
jor differences-as outlined above--on what 
a truly effective government would be. 

No.2 is a problem, too, though No.3 seems 
to be moving along all right. . 

With labor costs triple those of Taiwan, 
Okinawa might be hard put to get along 
without the u.s. military bases and still 
maintain its prqsperity. 

But when· an Ainerican suggests this, politi
cal leaders like Tsumichiyo Asato, of the mi
nority labor party, bridle at the suggestion 
as some sort of effort to bribe the Oktnawans 
to like the bases. 

Matsuoka, the · chief executive, would
against the wishes of.many Okinawans-wel
come more foreign (including U.S.) invest
ment as a way of developing the economy. 

Naha's Mayor Junji Nishime, a bluff and 
hearty politician who somehow brings Vice
President HUBERT HuMPHREY to mind, has 
visions of Okinawan :fishermen moving back 
into the Pacific Trust Territory to help revive 
the fishing Industry there, and of Okinawan 
farmers rebuilding Micronesian. agriculture. 

He also dreams of Okinawa being the only 
Pac1:flc base with an air terminal big enough 
to land tne new 490-passenger jets and sees 
Okinawa becomtng a transportation hub, 
from which travelers would fan out to the 
smaller, more limited air:flelds at Hong Kollg 
and Tqkyo. ~ 
' Nearby: on one of the small Ryukyuan 
island groups, he would locate a Western Pa.
ctf:lc counterpart of Las Vegas. 

PRESSING PROBLEMS REMAIN 
He is at work, meantime, trying to make 

headway on the problems of . city planning, 
ro.ad construction, homebuilding, park and 
port development, water distribution, sewage 
collection, refuse disposal and land title ad
justment that plague his boom city. 

Finances are the biggest headache of all. 
But he has set an example of what can 

be with an elaborate City Hall butlding that 
puts the offices of the Government of the 
Ryukyus in the shade. 

And he continues unabated the fervor that 
got him eleoted mayor six years ago at the 
age of 39. 

THEY'RE THE ISLANDS OJ' FATE 
Sometimes the Ryukyus are called the 

Islands of Enchantment, or the Islands of 
Song and Dance, or the Land of Courtesy. 

They also--after many overlords-have 
been called the Islands of Fate. 

In the opening scene of the famous play, 
"The Teahouse of the August Moon," the 
Okinawan interpreter, Sakini, ambles up to 
the footlights and puts it this way: 

"History of Okinawa reveal distinguished 
record of conquerors. 

"We have honor to be subjugated in 14th 
Century by Chinese pirates. 

"In 16th Century by English missionaries. 
"In 18th Century by Japanese war lords. 
"In 20th Century by American Marines. 
"Okinawa very fortunate. 
"Culture brought to us ... Not have to 

leave home for it. 
"Learn many things . . . 
"Not easy to learn. 
''Sometimes painful. 
"But pain makes man wise. 
"Wisdom makes life endurable." 

(From the Honolulu Star-Bulletin, Aug. 2, 
1966) 

OUR THREE SISTERS: HIROSHIMA SCARRED BY 
DAY OF DESTINY 

(By A. A. Smyser, editor, the Star-Bulletin) 
Of Honolulu's three Oriental sisters, Hiro

shima is the beautiful but sad one. 
Hiroshima, like Pearl Harbor, is a name 

that will live in history. 
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But Hiroshima, more than any other city 

of World War II, is still living with its day of 
destiny and is indelibly marked by it. 

Not by choice. ' 
While the war in most other areas is re

call~ mostly in -monuments and markers, 
Hiroshima still has 95,000 citizens who must 
go for semi-annual medical checkups, know
ing that because they were in Hiroshima on 
August 6, 1945, their chances of leukemia, 
cancer and other illness are well above Jap
anese national averages. 

If it tries to forget, the mass media recall. 
Visitors recall. Residents recall. 

The scars of 1945 are no longer particularly 
evident on the streets but there still are 
women with dress patterns scarred out of 
sight on th~ir bodies because dark colors 
absorbed the flash and light ones deflected 
it. 

"BEST NOT TO TRY TO FORGET" 

Mayor Shinzo Hamal is one who thinks it's 
best not to try to forget. 

Rather he would hope to draw a lesson 
of peace from all that has happened and 
thinks Honolulu is peculiarly suited as a 
sister city to help in this mission. 

One day not long ago the Mayor sat at 
lunch in thb aptly named New Hiroshima 
Hotel, not far from bomb center, on the edge 
of the Peace Park that marks the site. 

The hotel is beautiful, modern, open and 
airy--one of the works of Tokyo architect 
Kenzo Tange that won him a Gold Medal 
citation this year from the American Insti
tute of Architects, the first Japanese archi
tect to be so honored. Earlier the Hawa11 
A.I.A. had honored him. • 

From the attractive hotel, the mayor 
looked out over the park .ana city and re
called some of the history of 21 years. 

He had been the leader of the city for most 
of that time, one of the people who rise to a 
crisis and seem to know what to do when 
others are still wandering and con~used. 

DEVASTATION CALLED INDESCRmABLE 

- The mayor said he could think of only one 
word to describe the situation in the weeks 
tpunediately after the exploslon-"indescrlb
able." 

He repeated it--"indescrlbable." 
The mayor continued: 
When people finally began to collect them

selves they found that 10 members of the 
City ' Council were dead. The mayor was 
dead. Only 400 members of the city gov
ernment turned up out of about 2,000. 

The area was a wasteland. No food, No 
clothing. Nothing. The rest of Japan had 
too many aches to help much. 

Tlie Hiroshima newspaper was one of the 
bits of Hiroshima that stayed alive. 

A notice was placed in the paper asking all 
government employees to return to work by 
a certain date or be considered as having re
signed. 

This brought the total of available people 
to something close to 1,000. 

Many of the first jobs were simply those of 
holding on. 

BROKEN WATER PIPES 

The bomb, for instance, had broken water 
pipes all over the city. Water was running 
out of hundreds of broken mains. There was 
no water pressure to send water into the 
~omes that survived. 

City crews went out to hammer shut the 
broken pipes. But people wanting water 
opened them up again. 

The atmosphere was not unlike a U.S. 
western frontier town. For safety, the crews 
that closed the pipes were kept large in size--
six or more in a group, working usually at 
night. 

Finally, water presure returned to homes 
and the water battle subsided. 

A committee was formed to discuss there
building of the city. It included govern-

ment leaders and leading surviviqg private 
citizens, a very dedicated group. 

From the beginning the committee was 
divided by a serious debate over whether the 
city should be rebuilt at all. . 

There was substantial sentiment for aban
doning the place. There was talk that noth
ing would grow there for 75 years. 

This debate went on as the city struggled 
to care for its injured and meet its other 
urgent daily needs for food, clothing and 
shelter. 

Hamal was on the side Of those who 
wanted Hiroshima to live on. 

The City Hall building, incidentally, was 
one of the few structures still standing. 

One day in March of 1946, Hamal dis
covered a very simple thing--on a cherry 
tree outside City Hall there was a blossom. 
Then two others bloomed. 

It was a sign,. Things would grow. 
About the same time, squatters were mov

ing back into the devastated area. 
People were coming back and things 

were growing. 
With this the die was cast: Hiroshima 

would be rebuilt! 
It also was determined that Hiroshima 

should be rebuilt attractively according to a 
plan, and not haphazardly. 

The idea took hold, but there were no 
funds. 

Hiroshima was entitled to the grants-in
aid provided from the National Government 
in the War Damage Rehab111tation Law, 
which was applicable to numerous Japanese 
cities that had suffered more or less destruc
tion in the war years. 

But even this law was of little help in 
meeting Hiroshima's ambitious master 
plan-so that for five years the reconstruc
tion made slow progress. 

PERMANENT PEACE MEMORIAL 

Then, as Japan itself awoke to the need of 
permanent peace, there ~eveloped the idea 
of creating Hiroshima as a permanent peace 
memorial. 

This led to the enactment in 1949 of the 
Hiroshima Peace Memorial City Construc
tion Law and led to the flow of national funds 
that started the active regeneration of Hiro
shima as a new and modern city. 

Hiroshima lies at the edge ot the beautiful 
Inland Sea, a lovely body of water b,roken 
by rounded, green islands. 

Green mountains surround Hiroshima it
self, though the city proper stretches wide 
and flat in a river delta-the point where six 
tributaries of the River Ohta run into the 
Inland Sea. 

Hiroshima Castle, founded in 1589, had 
been a focus of the pre-war city. Around i~. 
s.treets clustered tight and narrow, their 
very tightness serving as a protection for the 
castle. 
_ The castle was re-built after the war, in 
1958, but not the narrow streets. 

The grandest street of all is Peace Boule
vard-tOO meters wide (some 326 feet). 
Critics said it was too much but the Mayor 
and others held fast. 

HAWAIIAN OLEANDERS GROWING 

White Hawaiian oleanders now grow in 
some of its central gardens, their whiteness 
satisfying those who felt the pink Japanese 
oleanders were too much a reminder of blOOd. 

Today, like other Hiroshima streets, Peace 
Boulevard is still not fully paved, but is 
crowded with traffic and those who advocated 
it have been vindicated. Eight per cent of 
the new city has been saved for parks, twice 
the average for the rest of Japan. 

For all the rebuilding, there is still more to 
be done. 

A new increment of the water system was 
completed last month but the city has grown 
so fast that more is needed already. 

The sewer system has nowhere near come 
close to keeping pace with growth an~ Mayor 

Hamal rates this his _most p;ressing problem 
today. _ 

But for all his problems, there is also ac
complishment, proud accomplishment. 

Children play and go to school again in 
Hiroshima. The Hiroshima Carp recently 
hosted a national all-star baseball game. 
There is a relatively sedate night life, liveliest 
at such spots as Cabaret Honolulu and Caba-
ret Hong Kong. · 

POPULATION CLOSE TO 580,000 

Hiroshima had a population of 420,000 in 
World Wa:r II. After the bomb-with an esti
mated 200,000 dead-the count was down to 
136,000. 

Gradually this grew to close to 580,000 
today and the proposed addition of some 
suburban areas would push it to 700,000. · 

As in pre-war, Hiroshima is again the 
acknowledged leader of western Honshu. 

In some views, Japan is developing a meg
alopolis. or continuous populate<t area from 
Tokyo to Osaka, much like the U.S.. strip city 
from Boston through New York to Washing
ton. 

In this same concept, Hiroshima, Sapporo, 
Sendai and Fukuoka are looked on as the sec
ondary regional centers around which other 
population growth will focus. 

Hiroshima is the seat of the Hiroshima pre
fecture (roughly equivalent to our state) and 
also of an informal grouping of five prefec
tures known as the Chugoku Region, extend
ing for 75 miles on all sides of Hiroshima. 

PRODUCTS MADE IN CITY 

Mitsubishi Heavy Industries Company has 
located a major Shipbuilding and repair ac
tivity at Hiroshima. Toyo Kogyo Company 
now makes hundreds of' thousands of Mazda 
autos there as well as other products. Both 
of these by their faith helped the city to 
rebuild. -·. 

Sponge sandals, rubber shoes, safes, pumps, 
turbines, sewing needles, rock drills, flower
pins, glass beads, rubber balls, furniture, 
stationery, rice wine and oysters are otner 
major products of post-war Hiroshima. 

Pre-war Hiroshima was a major military 
base for all of Japan. This was one of the 
factors that led to its fate .in 1945. . 

Now there is almost no military activtiy 
there, though the throb of the Viet Nam 
war heightens industrial activity in · Hiro-
shima as in much of the Orient. ' "' 

Another difference pre-war to post-war is 
in the look of the town, the wider streets 
and better plan. ' 

But the greatest change is in its people. 
Pre-war Hiroshima was proud that it sup

plied some of the best soldiers and sailors in 
the Japanese armed forces. 

WEAK IN AGRICULTURE 

Partly this was because it was weak in 
agrtculture and sons gravitated toward the 
military service. (Similar factors helped fuel 
the migration to Hawali in the late part of 
the last century.) 

Now, Hiroshima has seen-as has no other 
city but Nagasaki-what atomic war is like. 

As Mayor Hamal says, what happened in 
Hiroshima is the minimum of what would 
happen in nuclear war today. 

Thus he leads a city deeply dedicated to 
world peace, apprehensive of what it sees 
around it in today's world, determined to do 
its best to bring world wide sanity and un
derstanding. 

This week, the four Rotary Clubs of Hiro
shima are marking the 21st anniversary of 
the bombing by maWng to 11,000 clubs all 
over the world messages about Hiroshima's 
rebirth, its industry, its Peace Memorial, its 
tourist charms and its desire to see e. peaceful 
world built through mutual understanding 
and mutual trust. 

If there is recrimination in Hiroshima, it 
certainly was not visible to this visitor. For 
Americans there is a genuine friendUness. 
For Hawaiians even a little ~ore: 
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But war is not something that anyone for
gets very lightly-and Pearl Harbor and Hiro
shima are two names etched forever in the 
memory of all who lived through those 
days. r 

As Mayor Hamal says: "The war started in 
Pearl Harbor and ended here. Honolulu and 
Hiroshima should not merely get together 
and be friendly. Let's have a loftier ideal 
and work together for world peace." 

HmOSHIMA EYES NEW SISTER CITY 

Hiroshima has an invitation to accept an
other sister city. 

The . proposal is from Volgagrad, Russia, 
better known to Americans as Stalingrad, 
where the German, invasion of Russia was 
finally stopped in World War ·n : 

Mayor·Shinzo Hamal ot HirOshima accepted 
a Russian invitation 1and visited Volgagrad 
earlier this y~ar. ' · 

He is impressed · with its rebuilding and 
thinks the Russians have managed to· achieve 
more symnletry of design than is possible in 
free enterprise cities like Hiroshima and 
Honolulu. _ 

He also finds little evidence· there of the 
kind of pov~rty he has seen in both the 
U.S. and Japan, and tp.ore real democracy 
than many outsiders would suspect: 

Russian visitors to Japan and Hiroshima 
have been on the inerease recently-many 
of them in tour parties from all over the 
U.S.S.R. 

Moscow-Tokyo and Lenigrad-Osaka sister 
relationships also have been proposed. 

None of these invitations have been ac
cepted as yej;. but neither have they been 
rejected. -

, It- is safe to af)sume that tJ;.le Japanese 
cities are proceeding cautiously, partly be
cause of the Viet Nam war and U.S. 
sensibilities. 

Mayor Hamal_ says that Hiroshima, of 
course, would not accept the Volgagrad in
vitation without first consulting Honolulu. 

Having had, however, opportunities to 
meet with both Soviet and American leaders 
ln substantial n,umbers, he offers his esti
mate that ·both sides have .prejudices in 
looking at the other. 

Americans think Russia may start a war, 
and vice versa, he says. 

Fear leads ·to suspicion-and fear and 
doubt are what ·concern Hamal. · 

He believes that mutual understanding be
tween the two great powers is possible, that 
the everyday people of both truly crave 
peace, and that Japan might be a good 
go-between. · , 

Both sides, says Hamal, need to respect 
each other. "He . whoL fails to respect the 
other w111lose." .. 
::MAYOR SEEKS HOSTS FOR VISITING STUDENTS 

The Mayor's otHce is looki~g fQT familles' to 
provide ·accotnmodations for seven Hiroshima 
high school stude.nts who will arrive next 
Tuesday on a goodwill missiQn, 

The visit is part of the .sister-city program 
between Honolulu and Hir.oshima. 

In order that the four girls and three boys 
may experience American family Ufe, plans 
are being made to ·have them live with local 
families during their 10 days here. Host fam-
111es are needed for several of the group. 

'Any Honolulu family with. a son or daugh
ter between the agees o! 15 and 18 and who 
would like to host a Hiroshima student, 1s 
asked to telephone the Mayor's office, 568-442. 

---'-

[_From the H~no~ulu Star-Bulletin, ' Aug. 3, 
' • ~. ' 1~66] • . 

·OUR SISTER CITIES: A SUMMARY-GREAT BENE-
FITS SEEN IN WID~R CONTRACTS , 

(By A. A. Smyser, editor, the star-Bulletin) 
Among 700' of tlie larger U.s. cities and 

towns, 325 have set up sister-city affiliatioDE 
wtth 375 foreign' cltles and towns in 57 dif-
ferent countl'les. 1 l • . 

Honolulu is one of the champions in afHlla
tion. It has four sisters: Hiroshima, Japan; 
Na.ha, Okina,wa; K.aohsiung, Taiwan, and 
Bruyeres, France. 

Is the program worthwhile? 
"Absolutely," says Mayor Neal S. BlaisdeU. 
When the U.S. Conference of Mayors meets 

here next June, he will invi-te the mayors of 
all of Honolulu's sister cities to attend, plus 
the mayors of ' other cities around Asia and 
the Pacific Basin including South America. 

He also plans to invi-te a scattering of Euro
pean mayors to make lt a truly international 
gathering. The U.S. State Department 1s 
oooper8iting. 

Most of the foreign Itlayors will have U.S. 
sister-city mayors to halp act as their hosts. 
- Blaisdell thinks the opportunities to get 
together and talk wm be fruitful and worth
while. 

BURNS SEES VALUE 

He gets no dLSsent in this view !rom Gov
ernor John A. Burns, even though they hap
pen to be of different political parties and 
are occasionally at odds on other issues. 

Burns joins President Lyndon B. Johnson 
in seeing a Pacific, Era ahead, and thinks the 
main thing wrong wi.th exchanges around the 
Pacific so far is that they have ·been inade-
quate. • 

He says the eventual worth 1 of increased 
association among Pacific peoples can't be 
measured, and adds that he sometimes has 
felt like a voice hi the wilderness in advocat
ing more international visits and exchanges. 

In the Governor's eyes; Hawaii has been 
too self-centered ln this regard, reluctant to 
move outside its borders, and without a 
seruie of purpose on the part of the whole 
community as to the advantages of wider 
contacts and friendsh.ips. , · 

The press, he says, has often been critical 
of tmvel of thls nature, assailing lt as jun
keting, and making politic~ans gunshy about 
their trips. 

Such travel . costs money, but Burns is 
sure the accrued benefits, while immeas
ura,ble, are great. 

STRONG ARMY SUPPORT 

The Governor feels that seif-interest alone 
justifies further pr{)motion of · international 
exchanges. ' 

The U.S. Army agrees. 
Through its Pacific' friendship missions, lt 

has over the past eight years sponsored 11 
exchanges of goodwill groups from the civil
ian communities of Hawaii and the Ryuky'lis, 
nine with Japan, five with Korea, four with 
the Ph111ppines and four with Taiwan, plus 
a 1961 mission to several countries. · 

The Army-directed' U.S. government in the 
Ryukyus may foot the 'bill ~next February to 
send th'e full 32-man Ryukyus legislature to 
Hawaii. · -~ ~- · 

The Army views its program as a two-way 
effort to let ·A:sians see America, and Ameri
cans see Asia 

Better understanding w'ithin the spirit of 
the People-to-People Program started by 
President Eisenhower is the object of the 
Army exchanges. · 

General John K. Waters, who· retires this 
month as Commander of the Army in the 
Pacific, says they havp ethnic groups in 
Hawaii to establish contacts in the countries 
of their origin, and have given Asians a 
chance to see for themselves that democracy 
really works i n the U.S. 

General Waters says the gqodwill gen
erated by the, trips has been beyond expecta
tions, and pays tribute to the local civil1an 
community for its cooperation in host·ing the 
foreign visitors. . , 

Colonel Charles R. Jackson, assistant chief 
of staff with the U.S. Army Pacific, says the 
exchanges also have helped to provide a 
bridge between the civ111an and military 
populations in the par~icipating areas and 
has been successful intra-community as well 
as ·inter-community. 

COULD DO MORE 

Herman G. P. Lenike, the chairman of the 
City Council, 1s another advocate of the sis
ter city program. 

He · feels it opens new channels of con
tact aside from the normal m111tary and dip
lomatic routes. 

Councllman Oleson Ch1ckasuye was chosen 
for one visit to Hiroshima, partly because his 
parents came originally from that area. His 
aunt died there when the atomic bomb was 
dropped. 

He notes that our sister cities seem to put 
more stock iii the relationship than we do, 
and agrees that more should be dqne locally. 

Hiroshima would like to see City Hall send 
back an official group of Honolulu youngsters 
to match the group lt 1s sending here next 
week, and sends annually. 

This would be in addition to another ex
change program carried on by the Y.M.C.A.'s 
in each area. 

Chikasuye notes an uncertainty as to 
whether such trip!;\ a.re justified under the 
city charter, and cites the same political 
sel!sitivity to criticism . on junketing that 
Governor Burns raised·. 

Councilman Lemke thinks the total num
ber of sister-city contacts should be limite<t 
but thinks a11 additional relationship with a 
Philippine city would be a natural for Hawali. 

Mayor Blaisdell thinks tllere should be no 
more than one sister city in any country in 
order not to dilute the relationship. 

The relationships, he says, are not costly 
and the accruals are good-personal contacts, 
trade missions, friendships, understanding. 

WELCOME RUSSIAN TIES 

Honolulu's first sister city-Hiroshima-is 
consideri:pg an .invitation to strike up an al
liance with a Russian sister, Volgograd, for
merly Stalingrad. 

Governor Burns, Mayor Blaisdell and Coun
cil Chairman Lemke all think it would be an 
excellent idea. · 

The Mayor thinks such a relationship 
would be a wonderful thing, entirely consJgt
ent with the purpose of the people-to-people 
program in creating friendship and under
standing. He thinks Honolulu itself could 
use a Russian "sister." 

Lemke concurs, even volun,teering the same 
comment-"wonderful.'' He feels that even 
if the U.S. and Russia are somewhat es
tranged ·at this time, the relationship should 
be encouraged and could be valuable .. 

Governor Burns perhaps_ summed up more 
feelings than his own in saylng of the pro
grains: 

"They have an intrinsic value that is hard 
to check. You can't buy friendship-or put 
a price tag on it." 

• If 

THE SUPERSONIC TRANSPORT: 
NEEDLESS SPENDING 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. !lresident, the 
Sunday Star cax:ried an excellent edi
torial on August 14, 1966, pertaining to 
the dubious value of , expenditures on 
the <;levelopment of a sugersonic trans-
port· pJan~. . 

The editorial reflects growing concern 
over an expenditure that may be a com
plete waste of the taxpayer's money. 
Speaking in the U.S. Senate on Tuesday, 
August 9, 1966, I stated that my opposi
tion to the SST was motivated by two 
major consider~;~.tions. First, the com
plex technical problems inherent in the 
operation of the plane while in flight 
led me tp seriously doubt its ultimate 
safety or feasibility. The Sunday Star 
editorial eloquently underlines the many 
technical problems that haunt this pro
posed aircraft. Second, in light of the 
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President's plea to eliminate nonessen
tial expenditures, I stated that it seemed 
commonsense to delete this costly frill 
from the budget. With this in mind, I 
hop~ that Senators will carefully con
sider the thoughtful editorial in Sun
day's Washington Star and take a "harrd, 
last look" at what is, I believe, needless 
spending. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
President, that the editorial may be 
printe~ at this point in the RECORD. 

There ·being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the washington (D.C.) Sunday S,tar,_ 

Aug. 14, 1966] 
SUPE~SONIC TRANSPORT A DUBIOUS VEN'rURE 

Within a few weeks, American industry 
must submit :final bids and specifications on 
the supersonic transport airplane. Govern
ment contracts to build the airframe and jet 
engines will be awarded by the end of the' 
year. · 

This is ·a project tl:ie taxpayer should 
view with more than a little interest, if 
not apprehension, for its cost is coming 
out of his pocketbook and the price tag ls 
escalating. The SST started out at a $1 
billion level. Uncle Sain, back in 1960, was 
willlng to pick up half the cost. Now, ac
cording ·to General Jewell C. Maxwell, direc
tor of the Federal Aviation Agency's SST 
program, the cost "may exceed $4 b1llion!'· 
And the federal government's share· looks 
closer te-90 percent. Industry may repay the 
cost some day, but\ no· one is sure just when. 

The events surrounding the SST clearly 
demonstrate that ~his program no.w is being 
moved by extraordinary pressures, some 
rather remote from the original, simple no
tion of getting passengers from New York to 
Europe at 1,800 miles per hour. The com
panies with an interest in multi-blllion-dol
lar contracts are understandably _enthusias-' 
tic. But advocates also have moved the ar
gument to the high~r. levels of in,terna.ttonal 
rivalry and the cold war. ' 

The SST 1s .1\merica's answer to the C'on
corde, a planned British-Fren<;:h transport 
capable of 1,450 miles per hour, due for 
airline service in 1971. It aiso "is. our riposte 
to Soviet plans for a simllar. su'pe:rsonic air
liner, the Tupolev 144, production date stm 
vague: To be sure, SoViet commercial com
petition remains almost invisible today; 
Aerofiot serves only one city in t:he' Western 
Hetpjsphere, Havana, and the Victorian de
cor on its planes has been a standing joke 
in . the industry. But t418 does not deter 
SST advocates from dragging in the "cold. 
war" argument. · , . · 

The SST, · in fad, has become a symboi 
of national P!estige. A pledge to· bulld, it 
was written into the Democratic Party plat:. 
form two year.s ago. President Johnson this 
year has declared he wants an SST second 
to. none. It 1s widely stated that if we do 
not produce sue~ a plane, American leader
ship in the ·aircraft lpdustrY. will sil.stain 
a loss of face from which it .could not re-
cover. , 

Perhaps it 1s impossible to back away from 
the situation. But tlle American public is 
at least entitled to-know what kind of mate's 
nest this rivalry has . got us into, and the 
hazards . that must be faced. As floor debate 
indicat.ed ·last week, some senators entertain· 
grave doubts about the wisdom of the pro.., 
gran1. · 

Flying at 1,800 miles ·a.n hour 1s not simply 
a question of building a conventional jet 
with more powerful engines. The problems 
multiply to a frightening degree, and· they 
include imponderables not only in engineer
ing but in econemics, airport congestion, the 
health of crews and passengers, sonic booms, 
an<i even consumer psychology. 

The increased speed will bring a huge rise 
in the surface temperature of the SST's fuse
lage, for example, reaching 500 degrees. The 
effects in the FAA's words, will cause "severe 
stresses to develop between the hot external 
and cool internal structure." The SST wm 
in fact grow one foot in length during the 
heating process on each flight. 

To get rid of internal heat from other 
sources, some ingenious solutions are· being 
put .forth. The B-70 bomber carried dry 
ice, but there won't be room for this aboard 
the passenger plane, so engineers suggest 
using the plan~·s fuel as a coolant inside the 
fuselage, a proposal that has caused under
standable uneasiness among so~e observers. 

The very high altitude and speed means 
the plane w111 operate, in General Maxwell's 
words, in a "thoroughly hostile · environment 
which so far has been penetrated by onry a 
limited number of Air Force and NASA air
craft." 

One of the hazards not much talked about 
is radiation. Dr. Kurt Hohenemser, profes
sor of aerospace engineering at Washingoon 
University, notes that the dose rate from 
cosmic radiation reaches a maximum at 
about 70,000 feet. In an SST at this alti:tude, 
the crew would soak up radiation during 
a year's flights equal to the maximum an
nual dose recommended for workers in nu
clear power plants. "It would seem appro
priate," he quietly observes, "not to expose 
young .. stewardesses to such 'high radiation 
doses and to select the ·flight crew'from mid
dle-aged individuals who do not expect a;ny 
more offspring." 

The lac-k of maneuverability of the SST is 
another worry. At three times the speed of 
sound, this plane will need an estimated 100 
miles of space to make a turn away from 
threatening air turbulence. 

The hostile environment Bit 70,000 feet is 
implacable. It will not tolerate flaws in the 
fuselage. The outside skin of the pl·ane will 
be hot enough to cook a chicken whlle the 
inside, inches away, 1s only 70 degrees. · If 
cabin pressure falls at this altitude! the pas
sengers cannot survive; in a matter . of sec1 
on'ds their blood boils in the1r ve1ns. Th~ 
system must be fallure-proof. 

' Let's assume the engineers can solve these 
matters. There remains others. The sonic 
boom is a factor that cannot be ignored, and 
its intensity increases with the size of plane.· 
('Uhe SST will be about the length of a foot
ball field.) NASA research indicates any 
turn Bit · supersonic speeds .intensifies the 
boom; fighter plane turns .have increased the 
intensity as much as fourfold. · Thet:e is also 
a phenomenon called the vsuperboom" which 
occurs when a plane is accelerated to super
sonic speeds. To avoid disturbing the public, 
it is now planned to fly the SST 100 mlles at 
mo<iest speeds, presumably out to sea, before 
cracking the barrier. 

The argumen~s being put forth to support 
the SST on an economy basis are curious. 
Because it goes · so·' fast, we are told, qne 
plane could lmike a •couple of round trips 
to Europe daily, thereby amortizing 'its huge 
cost at ·a rapid rate.~ 

But the SST will arrive on the scene in 
1974 at a time when other highly competitive 
planes, with far cheaper rates, will be in 
service. Among them will be the so-called 
"stretched" jets capable of carrying 250 pas
sengers for an estimated .8 cep.ts per seat 
mife in direct operating costs, versus 2.6 
cents for the SST. There also will be the 
jumbo subsonic C-5A, capable of carrying. 
7.50 persons. This latter plane, which has 
been called an airborne Holland Tunnel, · 
will operate for an astonishing .5 cents per 
seat mile. ' 

·· n.i-. Hohenemser concludes that beca_l;lse of 
its high operating costs, the SST wili ob
viously be limited to wealthy and expense
account travelers who go first class. At 
present, this group represents about eight 

percent of· tr.ans-Atlantic traffic. Is society 
going to change enough by 1974 to justify 
all the optimism about SST revenues? We 
doubt it. And is this expense-account class 
worth a $4 b1llion investment? · 

Most of our major airports are now ov~r
crowded. Ground transportation into cities 
eats up a large percentage of time saved i~ 
air travel: The c-5A airliners alone, with 
their round-trip $150 , transatlantic fares, 
promise to disgorge far bigger crowds into 
the terminals. The SST will not only com
plicate tb.e 'picture but give the control 

·tower qperators a whole new set of head-
aches. , 

·In the words of B. K. 0. Lundberg, di
rector-general of the Aeronautical Research 
Institute of Sweden, .:•supersonic ·air travel 
has become a dangerous and costly race fo~ 
international pres~ige, ·neither necessary nor 
very important or prof.ltable." Before tJ;le · 
final decisions are made~ the whole proposi
tion needs a hard, last look. 

SCHOOL MILK BILL STALLED ON 
DEAD CENTER 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. Presid~nt, leg
islation extending the school milk pro-:
gram was reP<>rted by the House Agf,icul
ttire Co;mmittee over 2 weeks ago. Simh 
lar legislation ·was reported by the House 
Education and ;Labor Committee on Au
gust 3. Yet the House ·Rules Committe~ 
has not as yet given a rule to either piece' 
of legislation. In fact, .further hearings 
will 'be required in the"Rules Committee 
before a decision can be reached on 
which piece .of legislation to report to the 
floor of the House. 

I cannot emphasize strongly enough 
the importance of passing this legislation 
before Congress concludes its business 
this year. it is true that the present au
thoriza.tion ·for the program does not ex
pire until June 30 of lg,67. However, it 
will be difficult for legislation to be intro.: 
dueed at the beginning of the next Con_.. 
gress, considered in committee, passed by 
both Houses, ahd considered in corifer-
ence before the June 30 deadline. We all 
know the multiplicity of housekeeping 
chores which normally keep a new Con
gress tied up for the . first few months . . 
This makes early passage·_of school milk'· 
legislation next _year even more·unlikely. 

. Thus the responsibility i.s up to this 
Congress. It mqst .act soon if _the school 
milk program is ·to. continue to Qe an 
o~erating reality. ,. . · · · 

WATER POLLUT-ION 
Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. President, increas

ing public attention is being focused on, 
our serious water pollution problems and, 
the need to clean up the Nation's water
ways. A recent editorial in Life maga-. 
zine which strongly endorsed the Sen- · 
ate's unanimous approval of $6 ·billion 
Federal share for construction of w.ater 
pollutioJ1 covtrol facilities, epi_tomized 
this trend in "natione,.l concern. 

In nearly every magazine, newspaper, 
and other publication, there seems' to be 
an article or editorial on the quality of 
the Nation's environment and the need 
to expand the commitment of funds to 
control environmental contamination. 
· .:However, con'fticts exist as to the rlost 

of meeting this expanded commitment. 
The recently released survey of pollution 
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control facilities needs by the Confer
ence of State Sanitary Engineers sug
gests that only $1 billion per year is nec
essary to meet the demand for treatment 
works. 

Mr. President, J: do not want to see 
control of water pollution lost in a num
bers game. The fact is that really valid 
information on total co.sts has not yet 
been made available and probably will 
not be until January of 1968 when the 
report requested by the Senate bill is 
made available. In the interim, the Sen
ate Public Works Committee has at
tempted to meet those needs evidenced by 
information received · in hearings 
throughout the N.ation and in Washing
ton. That information indicates that the 
estimated $20. billion co~t is conservative, 
and the $6 billion Federal share· is a 
minimum. 

During our hearings I asked the Secre- · 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
John W. Gardner, and Secretary of the 
Interior Stewart L. Udall what advice 
they would give the subcommittee as to 
how much the -Federal investment in 
water pollution ought to _be if they did 
not need to recognize budgetary restric
tions. I think · Secretary Udall's re
sponse is particularly appropria'te. He. 
said: J 

I \:now that those closest to the water 
pollution problem in_ the country, the mem
bers of this .subcommittee in particular, have 
recognized for several years and have been 
saying publicly that the problem is of such 
magnitude that the Federal Government 
would have to make a very big contribution, 
b1llions of dollars, in order to lick the prob
lem. I .think the administration in its new 
~rogram in essence agrees with this. 

In order to create a better perspective 
of the demands -for pollution control 
construction funds, I . .would like to cite a 
few statistics developed during hearings 
this year ·and relate them to the survey 
of the Conference of · State Sanitary 
Engineers. 

The conference repc)rts that the State 
of New York has a total backlog of 
municipal waste treatment needs includ
·ing ancillary facilities of $820,321,000. 
This figure does not in any way reftect 
information received by the Subcom
mittee on Air and Water Pollution dur
ing its hearings on S. 294'7. 

On April 28 Dr. Hollis Ingraham, rep-· 
resenting Governor Rockefeller, testified 
that the people of the State of New 
York had approved, by a 4-to-1 margin, a 
$1 billion bond issue to finance pollution 
control. Dr. Ingraham had earlier 
stated: 

The barrier is the staggering expense of 
.overcoming . the huge backlog of needed 
sewage treatment works---$1.7 b1111on in New 
Yorkalone. · 

Mr. President, Dr. Ingraham is com
missioner of health for the State of New 
York. He has excellent credentials and 
should know the cost of pollution control 
for his State. It is therefore apparent 
to me that the estimates of the Confer
ence of State Sanitary Engineers, with 
a :figure of less than 50 percent of New 
York's estimated cost and, less than the 

.I 

bonding authori~ation voted by the peo
ple of the State of New York, must be 
questioned. . 

If this were the only conflict within 
the estimates of the conference I would 
be inclined to dismiss the point. How
ever, Mr. President, the report is ramp
ant with inconsistency. 

A further example is that of the State 
of Massachusetts. That State is pres
ently considering legislation which would 
provide for a $100 million bond author
ization to finance the State's 30-percent 
share of the cost of poUution control. 
The Conference of State Sanitary Engi
neers estimates the total backlog for 
Massachusetts to be but $41,557,000. 
This is less than 15 percent of the esti
mated $300 million total that Massa
chusetts is expecting pollution control to 
cost. 
· In fact, Mr. President, the conference 

total is less than the single job of clean
ing up the Merrimac River which is esti
mated at between $68 and $80 million. 
Senator EDWARD KENNEDY informed the 
subcommittee this year that, beyond the 
cost of the Merrimac, it is estimated that 
cleaning up the Connecticut · River in 
Massachusetts will cost $20 million and 
the Blackstone River will cost $35 mil
lion. 

To summarize a few other confticts, 
Mr. President, I would cite these ex
amples: 

First. Conference estinlate of backlog 
for Ohio is $38,626,000 and yet Mayor 
Ralph Locher, of Cleveland, estimates 
his city's cost to be approximately $900 
million, or 25 times as great. This does 
not consider the other major or minor 
cities of Ohio. 

Second. Conference estimate of the 
backlog for Maryland is $11,860,000 and 
yet Senator DANIEL BREWSTER, of Mary
land, estimated the cost ,to the city of 
Baltimore alone as being $48 million. 

Third. It is reported that the State of 
Connecticut will' consider legislation next 
year authorizing $150 million as the . 
State's 30 percent of pollution control. 
The conference estimates · Connecticut's 
total backlog to be $39,931,000. This is 
less than 10 percent of the $500 million 
estimated by the State. 

Mr. President, the cost of pollution 
control is great. I am afraid no · one is 
prepared to really recognize the full mag
nitude of the problem. But, if we are to 
have clean water we, in the Congress, 
cannot stick our· heads in the sand. 

Throughout the Nation; communities 
are under order, via -the enforcement 
process of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, to clean up. They cannot 

. be expected to comply without ·sufficient 
help from · the Federal Government. 

The Senate recognized this on July 13, 
1966, by a vote of 90 to 0. I hope that 
this unanimity will prevail and we can 
get on with the job before the costs in
crease beyond reach or the rape of our 
water supply is so complete that damage 
is irreparable. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the excellent editorial from 
Life magazine be included at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The~e being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Oua Am AND WATER CAN BE MADE CLEAN 

There is a good chance tha.1i 1966 will be 
remembered as the year when Americans 
finally got fed up with pollution. For ·350 
years we have poured filth into every body 
of water that we control and into the air· 
above. Now, voters are proving at the polls 
that they have had enough. And what's 
more, they are assuming-correctly-that it 
is technically and fina-ncially feasible to ' do 
something about _pollution problems long 
considered insoluble. 

Last month the Se:Q.at;e passed a water 
pollution control b111 that will cost $6.4 btl
lion over the next five years. The vote was 
90-0 and there was hardly any debate. .At 
the same time, a companion· air pollution bill 
($196 m1llion over three years) was passed 
without a nay. · 

No people, even Americans, are literally 
consumers: We are users. We eat things, 
wear them, operate them or burn them. ·We 
change their for;m, then pour them into the 
air as smoke and fumes·, or funnel them into 
sewers that lead to the rivers we are killing 
and the lakes that are becoming mammoth 
cesspools. . 

There might be some logic to the fouling 
of our environment .if air and water some
how appeared from mystically pure sources, 
flowed past us once, and disappeared, to 1}e 
replaced by fresh supplies. Ala~. there is just 
so much air above the earth and water on . 
its surface. We cannot create more--but can 
only find · ways to use it more sensibly . . 
· New Yorkers, · during the drought of the 

past five years, became suddenly aware of the 
waste inherent in foul waters. While emer
gency drought regulations s1lenced many 
air conditioners, browned lawns to straw and 
banished water glasses from restaurant 
tables, the Hudson River was daily carrying 
11 billion gallons of undrinkable, unclean- · 
abl~ water

1
past the city and dumping it into, 

the. ~ocean. There was no real drought in 
New York last year. There was plenty of 
wat~r but pollution had made it unusable. 

We have always been able to find new 
sources of pure water, but those days are 
about over. Rjght now we use 400 billion 
gallons daily, 57'% of all that is available. 
By tpe end of the century, we will be using 
900 billion gallons a day-far more than the 
total supply. We will have to reuse all of our 
water, perhaps a dozen times over in major 
cities. . · 

Air pollution is p_erhJl.ps more dangerous 
than filthy water, if for no other reason 
than that it is not so obvious. With the 
classic exception of Los Angeles, . where a 
fluke of climate makes the .Problem visible, 
most of the poisons we breathe cannot be 
seen. Los Angeles may get the attention, 
but New York City, on an area basis, ac
tually pumps eight t~mes as ·much junk into 
its air. · 

Some pollutants lead a double life, first 
fouling the air, then filtering into water 
systems and food crops. Donald E. Carr, 
in his book Death of the Sweet Waters, points 
out that six billion pounds of lead have been 
burned and spread over the country since 
lead alkyls were first added to gasoline as an 
anti-knock measure in 1923-and that the 
concentration of lead in the blood of Amer
icans is 100 times normal. It should be re
membered that lead· compounds were favor
ite poisons of the ancient Romans. 

The political muscle that is developing 
from the outrage over poll1,1tion has had 
scattered but notable success across the 
country. It helped elect Will1am Scranton 
to the governorship of Pennsylvania, when 
he supported tough controls on strip mining 
operations that pour mine acids into the 
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state's streams. Detergent makers were 
forced to find new formulas when house
wives found their tapwater running with a 
bullt-in foaming head. 

New York voters last year supported by 
a four-to-one ratio (the largest margin ever 
on a spending measure) a referendum that 
would allow the state to spend $1.7 billion of 
their money to clean up the Hudson. Cali
fornians have pushed so hard for control of 
air pollution that the federal government 
has decided to use California standards for 
the mandatory smog-control devices that 
will be built into all American cars starting 
1n 1968. 

But while the states are reacting to the 
demands of their citizens with isolated pol
lution controls, they are not moving fast 
enough even to keep up with the yearly in
crease in pollution that we face. 

On water pollution, the Senate measure is 
the only likely means for catching up-and 
eventually getting ahead of the problem of 
pollution. The blll does not suggest by
passing the states by offering federal money 
to do the bulk of the job. Instead, it would 
provide 30% of the cost of sewage treatment 
plants, with the states and local govern
ments paying the rest. In a sense, the bill 
would jog the states into leadership by of
fering to pay 50% of construction costs when 
several states agree to work together with 
local agencies to clean up a river system that 
cuts across their boundaries. 

The amount of money involved in the new 
b111---$6.4 billion spread over the next five 
years-is a measure not of pork barreling but 
of the size of the job that has to be done. 
Most estimates of the cost of cleaning up 
our streams and lakes-not to some idyllic 
level of purity that would allow us to drink 
!rom any of them, but simply to the point 
where the water will continually be usable by 
people or industry-come to over $40 billlon. 
The Senate b111 would put the federal gov
ernment in readiness to do its share. But the 
money would not be spent unti.I the states 
and local units agreed that theirs was really 
the major responsib111ty. ' 

The air pollution bill matches many of 
the provisions of the water bill. Its price 
tag is lower-$196 million-but it also recog
nizes that the chief federal role is to stir local 
action, to provide a rational set of standards, 
and to ensure training and research in long
neglected fields. 

It is unfortunate that the Senate b1lls did 
not include a provision suggested by many 
experts in the field-the so-called "Ruhr 
Plan." The heaviest concentration of in
dustry and population in West Germany Ues 
along the Ruhr River. Users of its water are 
allowed to dump refuse back into the river
but they are charged a stiff fee for each 
pound of pollution they add to the stream. 
As a result, the Ruhr's waters are almost 
pure enough to drink throughout the length 
of the industrial basin. 

Many industries in America have long 
argued that they cannot afford effective pol
lution controls-and remain competitive. 
That view won't sit well with the American 
taxpayers who are now faced with the $40 
billion bill for cleaning up past pollution. 
No businessman expects to get his plant 
buildings for nothing-or the raw materials 
that go into his product. Neither should he 
expect somebody else to clean up-or try and 
live with-the refuse of his manufacturing 
process. 

The air and water pollution b1lls are ex
pected to come to the floor of the House 
later this month. Despite their expense, 
they should be passed. There are rivers that 
can be saved if we act now, and lakes that 
could be made fit for swimming again-and 
for all of us, perhaps a few years added to our 
lives if the air we breathe can be made less 
poisonous. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, before 
concluding my remarks, I would like to 
correct one misconception created by the 
Life magazine editorial. 

In referring to the pollution control 
program instituted on the Ruhr River .in 
Germany the editorial states: 

Users of its water are allowed to dump 
refuse back into the river-but they are 
charged a stiff fee for each pound of pollu
tion they add to the stream. 

The Ruhr experience has all too often 
been confused, a confusion which has 
resulted in the ''emuent charge" or "li
cense to pollute" controversy. 

In fact evidence developed during the 
natural resources mission to Germany, 
in which I participated, is to the con
trary. There is no "license to pollute" 
the Ruhr River. The report to the Presi
dent regarding that mission clarified this 
point and I would like to quote from that 
report: 

These fees are based on quantity a.nd 
strength of the waste and are a means to 
defray the cost of cleaning waste, for the in
tention is that all wastes will be treated. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, in a mo

ment I shall suggest the absence of a 
quorum, but I would like to state for the 
benefit of the attaches on both sides of 
the aisle that this will be a live quorum, 
and that when a quorum is stated to be 
present by the Chair, I shall move to set 
aside temporarily the consideration of 
the defense appropriations bill until 
Monday next at 2 p.m. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll, and the following Senators an
swered to their names: 

[No. 206 Leg.] 
Aiken Harris Murphy 
Allott Hart Muskie 
Anderson Hartke Nelson 
Bartlett Hickenlooper Neuberger 
Bass Holland Pastore 
Bayh Hruska Pearson 
Bible Inouye Pell 
Boggs Jackson Prouty 
Byrd, Va. Javits Proxmire 
Byrd, W.Va. Jordan, N.C. Randolph 
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Riblcoff 
Carlson Kennedy, Mass. Robertson 
Case Kennedy, N.Y. Russell, s.o. 
Church Kuchel Russell, Ga. 
Clark Lausche Saltonstall 
Cooper Long, Mo. Scott 
Cotton Long, La. Simpson 
CUrtis Magnuson Smathers 
Dirksen McCarthy Smith 
Dodd McClellan Stennis 
Dominick McGee Symington 
Eastland McGovern Talmadge 
Ellender Mlller Thurmond 
Ervin Mondale Tower 
Fannin Monroney Tydings 
Fong Montoya WilUams, N.J. 
Fulbright Morse Williams, Del. 
Gore Morton Yarborough 
Grimn Moss Young, N. Dak. 
Gruentng Mundt Young, Ohio 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD J is absent on ofncial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the Sena
tor from Dlinois [Mr. DouGLAS], the Sen-

ator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. METCALF], 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BREWSTER] and the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. MciNTYRE] are neces
sarily absent. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
quorum is present. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1967 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 15941) making appro
priations for the Department of' Defense 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, at the outset, I should like to make 
a very brief statement outlining the 
amounts of money that are involved in 
this bill as compared with previous ap
propriations. 

This bill, H.R. 15941, for the fiscal year 
1967, as reported to the Senate, provides 
for appropriations totaling $58,189,8'12,-
000. This is more than the budget esti
mate, but it is under the House bill by the 
sum of $426,573,000. It is likewise $668,-
131,000 under the total appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the 
fiscal year 1966. For that year Congress 
appropriated the sum of $58,858,003,000 
in the regular act and in two supplemen
tal appropriations. 

Predicated upon the assumption that 
the war in Vietnam will continue through 
June 30, 1967, this bill does not include 
funds incident to a continuation. beyond 
that date. It provides funds for the pay 
of military and civilian personnel of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air 
Force, the operation and maintenance of 
the Defense Establishment, the procure
ment of ships, ammunition, aircraft, 
tracked vehicles, and other hardware, as 
well as research and development neces
sary to the continued progress of the de
partment and to keep abreast of the de
velopment weapons systems that will as
sure the security of the country. 

However, this bill does not include 
funds for military construction, civil de
fense, or military assistance to other na
tions except those expenses incurred in 
connection with military assistance 1n 
southeast Asia. 

Furthermore, it does not include funds 
to provide for the recently enacted pay 
increases for military personnel. 

This is the second largest appropria
tion for a single department of the Gov
ernment that has ever been recom
mended by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, with the exception of the ap
propriation for 1944, when the Congress 
passed an appropriation for the com
bined Army and Air Corps of slightly over 
$59 billion. It should be noted that the 
purchasing power of the dollar has de
creased considerably since 1944. 
· I call this to the attention of the Sen

ate, not because there is any satisfaction 
in presenting requests of this magnitude, 
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but because it spotlights three very im
portant facts. 

First, from the military standpoint, 
this bill emphasizes in dollar figures the 
·determination· of this country to provide 
a defense machine sufficient to· maintain 
the national security and carry out our 
international commitments in these crit
ical days of worldwide stress, strife, and 
chaos. 

Politically, it will help serve notice on 
the forces of- aggression throughout the 
world-and particularly at this time in 
Vietnam-that we are determined in our 
effort to help protect the rights of self
·determination of the free world nations 
that desire to remain outside the Iron 
Curtain. 

Economically, it calls attention to the 
tremendous impact which our defense 
expenditures have on the economic life 
of our Nation. 

Each of these subjects is of major· sig
nifl.cance. But important as they are, I 
shall not discuss them in arty detail to
day. Every Member of the Senate is well 
aware of their significance. 

By organizational unit, as indicated in 
the committee report, the total recom
mended bY the committee includes: 

For the Army, $17,165,065,00D. 
For the Navy, $16,979,700,000. 
For the Air Force, $20,774,900,000. 
For the Defense agencies, $3,270,207,-

000. . 
With respect to the Army, the funds 

pr.ovided w.ill support a yearend 
strength of 1,233,693 active duty person
nel and 688,500 Reserve component per
sonnel who have been assigned to Army 
Reserve and Army National Guard orga-
nizations. , 

Major Army forces will include 17 di
visions, 5 armored cavalry regiments, 10 
brigades, 1 missile command, and 7 Spe
cial Forces groups. The active inventory 
will include 9,298 aircraft, including both 
fixed wing and helicopters. 

With respect to the Navy, the funds 
provided will support .1,006,057 active 
duty military personnel, of which num
ber 727,873 are Navy personnel and 278-
184 are Marine Corps personnel. The 
funds will also maintain 174,000 Naval 
and Marine ·Corps Reserve personnel in 
paid drill training. 

I might say that the Navy plans to 
.man 939 commissioned ships in the fleet. 
Of that number 415 are warships. 

Also included are 27 carrier air groups, 
32 patrol and warning squadrons 4 Ma
rine divisionS, and 3 Marine air' wings. 

The Navy will have 8,315 aircraft in 
the active inventory. 

With respect to. the Air Force, the 
funds provided will support 853,359 ac
tive duty military personnel and 138,100 
Air Force Reserve and Air National 
Guard personnel in paid drill training. 

Planned major forces include 74 com
bat wings, including missile wings, and 
121 combat support flying squadrons 
with an inventory of 13, 785· active air
craft. 

With respect to the Defense agencies, 
funds provided will support the opera
tion and management activities of the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, the 
·Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Defense In-
telligence Agency, the Defense Com
munications Agency, the Defense Sup-

ply Agency, the Defense Atomic Support 
Agency, the Defense Contract Audit 
Agency, and certain other actiVities. 
The pay of military personnel assigned 
to these agencies is included under per
sonnel appropriations of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Air Force. 

Oertain of the . changes which the 
committee recommends will be of inter
est. The committee report covers all of 
the requests and changes. I shall limit 
myself to those which I think a,re most 
important. 

First of all, you have no doubt noted 
that the bill is considerably under the 
amount allowed by the House. This is 
explained rather simply. The House in
cluded an increase of $569 million in the 
appropriations for the Army, Navy, Ma
rine Corps, and Air Force military per
sonnel in order to provide for anticipated 
augmentation of the military force 
strength. This amount was not budgeted 
and was not requested by the Depart
ment of Defense. Secretary McNamara 
testified at the hearings that he wa-s not 
requesting these funds 'at this time. 

Your committee, in its deliberations, 
recognized the probability of a further 
buildup in our Active Forces during the 
current fiscal year. This will undoubt
·edly require additional funds. But testi
mony indicated that the Department of 
Defense could not at this time give re
liable estimates as to the exact amount 
of additional funds which will be re
quired. The Secretary of Defense point
ed out at the time he testified-! believe 
it was on August 1-that he had received 
three new estimates on Army strength 
requirements within the previous 72 

·hours. 
Under such conditions, it was consid

ered impossible to predict with any 
accuracy the financial needs for the re
maining 11 months of the year. Further
more, the Department assured the com
mittee that there was adequate provi
sion, under section 612 of this bill, to 
ultilize available funds and legal author
ity to support any necessary increase ·in 
strength. 

The committee was further assured by 
the Secretary of Defense...:..-and the com
mittee wishes to assure the Senate and 
the Nation at large--that the reduction 
of these funds would in no way affect 
the national security or the state of 
preparedness of the Armed Forces. 

In my opinion, there will be a require
ment early in the next session to pro
vide a substantial supplemental appro
priation. We may hope at that time that 
a full and accurate presentation can be 
made of the additional requirements. I 
am aware that there have been occasions 
when Members of the Senate have been 
critical of supplementary request.S for 
funds for a given year, and I have at 
times shared that view. 

However, in this instance, due to the 
extraordinary conditions existing; since 
no firm figures can be provided at this 
time, and since adequate prqvision is 
made in the bill to cover all foreseeable 
contingencies, I find no reason for criti
cism of the committee action in eliminat
ing this large. amount appropriated by 
the House over and above the budget 
estimate. Indeed, I believe that most will 
agree that it was a logical and proper 
method of approoch to the situation. 

For that reason, the committee recom
mends that the unbudgeted $569 million 
allowed by the House be passed over un
til a later date when more complete in
formation will b~ available. 

A second major consideration in the 
bill deals with the request of the De
pal!-tment of Defense to tealine the Army 
Reserve components by merging all the 
existing paid dr:ill units of the Army Re
serve into the Army National Guard, for 
a for~ of 580,000 men. The committee 
has recommended concurrence in the 
House action rejecting this proposal. 
This is in accord with action taken by 
Congress on an identical proposal last 
year. 

The committee has . -further recom
mended concurrence in the House action 
of establishing programed average 
strengths of 260,000 men in paid drill 
units in the Army Reserve, and 380,000 
men in such units for the Army National 
Guard, for a total strength of 640,000 
men. However, I call your attention to 
the fact that the actual funds recom
mended are adequate to support end 
"strengths of 270,000 for the Reserve and 
418,000 for the. Army National Guard. 
At the present time, the .Reserve is slight
ly under the average strength-by 9,000 
personnel-and the strength of the Na
tional Guard is 41,000 over the pro
gramed average strength provided in the 
bill. 

Of the combined .June 30 strength of 
672,000 of the Army Reserve and the 
Anriy National Guard, there were 133,-
000-about 20 percent-who had not re
ceived the basic training required by the 
Reserve Enlistment Program Act of 1963. 

It is my hope that the Department of 
Defense will ·be able to correct this de
ficiency in the immediate future. The 
committee made its position on this mat
ter perfectly clear, as will be found on 
page 9 of the committee report: 

The committe~ insists that the Secretary 
of Defense take all steps that are required 
to p~ovide for adequate training of the Army 
Reserve component forces, including an ex
pansion of training capaolty if this is re
quired. 

An additional $700,000 ·has been rec
ommended for the Naval Reserve, in or
der to maintain the surface officer per
sonnel strength of this component at the 
same level as had been planned for fiscal 
year 1966. · 

In two appropriations, the committee 
has increased fund£ for the Air National 
Guard, in order -to permit the retention 
of 25 airlift squadrons, of which 3 were 
scheduled for deactivation in fiscal year 
~967. Most Members of the Senate are 
familiar with the role being played by 
these squadrons, and I am sure that the 
great majority will agree that the present 
is no time to deactivate any portion of 
this valuable asset. Consequently, the 
committee has recommended that lan
guage be included in the bill to assure 
the continuance of all 25 of these squad
rons. 

ARMY PROCUREMENT 

The committee has recommended an 
appropriation of $3,483,300,000 for pro
curement of equipment and missiles for 
the Army. This is an increase over the 
budget requests of $172.2 million and is 
comprised of three actions. The first of 
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these is an increase of $153.5 million for 
preproduction activities for the Nike X 
antiballistic missile system. Funds for 
this purpose have been earmarked in the 
bill. The second is an increase of $19.9 
million to provide the necessary ftp1ds 
to exercise options to procure OH-6A 
helicopters at favorable prices. The 
third action is a decrease in which the 
committee made a reduction which was 
.related to a classified facility which _was 
not authorized. 

Turning to other changes made by the 
committee, I call attention to the in
crease of $153 million made· by the com
mittee for the construction of two gas
turbine-powered guided missile destroy
ers; $145.1 million of this am_ount was 
budgeted and authorized in the Depart
ment of Defense Research 4-uthorizati?n 
Act for two steam-powered guided-nus
sile destroyers. 

At the time the bill-was under consid
eration in the House, · it was believed 
that a desired change' in the type of main 
propulsion system would. occasion a 
slippage in the constructiOn schedule. 
As a consequence, the House did not ap
prove the request. Since that time, the 
Navy has renewed its request--this time 
for two gas turbine-powered destroyers-
and has indicated that c;leferral of fund
ing would delay the availability of the 
ships. , . h 

Your committee has approved t e 
chang~ of tpe propulsion syste~. and has 
provided the · necessary funds--some 
$7,900,000 above the requested authorl
zation-to build these advanced 
destroyers. 

In another action, the committ~e 
recommends approval of the House ac
tion in proviqing $130.5 million for a 
nuclear guided missile frigate, and $20 
million for advance prqcurement of long 
leadtime items for additional nuclear 
guided-missile frigates .. 

Mr. President, I think it would ~e well 
at this juncture to have printed m the 
RECORD a complete list of the ship con
struction and conversion program t~t 
is provided by this bill, and I ask unan,l
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
Fiscal year 1967 shipbuilding and conversion 

program 
Vessel Type 

New construction 
Number of 

vessels 
Attack aircraft. carrier (nuclear) CVA(N)- 1 
Attack submarine (nuclear), SS(N) ------ 5 
Guided missile frigate (nuclear), 

DLG{N) ---------- ------------------- 1 
Guided missile destroyer (DOG)------ - -- 2 
Dock landing ship, LSD----------------- 1 
Tank landing ship, LST ----- - - ---------- 11 
Escort ship, DE------------------------.,. 10 
Ocean minesweeper, MSQ_______________ 5 
Salvage tug, ATS----------------------- 2 
Replenishment fleet tanker, AOR-------- 2 
Combat store ship, AFS----------------- 1 
Oceanographic research ship, AGOR----- 1 
Surveying ship, AGS-------------------- 2 
Ammunition ship, AE___________________ 2 
Fleet ocean tug, ATF____________________ 1 
Submarine rescue vehicle, ASR---------- 1 

Total, new construction ___________ 48 
= 

Fiscal year 1967 shipbuilding and conversion 
program--Continued 

Conversion 
Number of 

vessels 
Guided missile frigate, DLG------------- 5 
Guided missile cruiser, CG-------------- 1 

g~~~o~~A~-~===== ===================== ~ 
Total, conversion _________________ 13 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, does 
the Senator care to be interrupted at all? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I would 
prefer to complete my statement, bu~ if 
the Senator wishes to address a question 
to this specific point, I am happy to yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Bearing directly on 
this point, I think the RECORD should 
show very clearly that it was the con
sensus of the members of the co;mmittee 
that the Department of Defense should 
go forward with its nuclear frigates. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I - do not 
know how it could be made clearer. We 
have appropriated for it 2 years in suc-
cession. . . 

Mr. PASTOJ;tE. True;, but as a matter 
of .fact, in the past, the Defense Depart
ment has frozen funds when the Depart
ment .. did not agree with Congress. I 
think the RECORD should show very 
clearly at this point that all members of 
the committee agreed-and as far as I 
know, no one objected to it--that those 
funds were provided to build these frig
ates, and they should be built. . 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. We stated 
that in the committee report for last year 
and repeated it this year in the following 
ll;Ulguage: ·-

The com.mit.tee's recommendation of funds 
for the construction of the two guided mis
sile destroyers does not derogate from the 
importance which the committee places upon 
the construction of the nuclear powered 
guided missile friga-te. In recommending 
the apptopriati,on of $20 million for the PT?
curement of long leadtime i.tems in the De
partment of Defense appropriation bill, 1966, 
the committee stated in its report (S. Rept. 
625, 89th Oong.): 

"The committee urges the Department of 
Defense to include funds in the budget for 
fiscal year 1967 for the construction of the 
nuclear powexed guided missile frigate 
(DLGN) . It is the view of th~ committee 
that we must proceed with the construction 
of more nuclear powered surface ships for the 
Navy." 

The committee has not changed its posi
tion on this matter. 

That statement is included in the com-
mittee report. . 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 

commend the Senator and the committee 
for the recommendation concerning nu
clear-powered guided-missile frigates. 
There has been comment about this sub
ject. The committee has taken the po
sition that I took all the way through. 
I compliment the Senator. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I think the 
Senator, or at least some members of 
the committee, have had doubt about it, 
because there is a considerable spread 
between the cost of a ship of this kind 
powered by nuclear energy and by the 
other gas turbine. 

We were persuaded in large part by the 
very vigorous advocacy of the distin
guished Senator from Rhode Island EMr. 
PASTORE] , ' . 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. · President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, is it not 

a fact that one of the nucl~ar frigates 
carries twice the striking power of one of 
our gas turbine destroyers? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I think 
that is approximately the striking power. 
It is more than twice in one. typ~ of mis
sile but not quite twice .the striking powe~ 
in another type. , 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the reason 
I asked the qu~stion 'is t~at I happened 
to be in Saigon on the 2d of December, 
which was the day that . the Enterprise 
went into action in that area. Every
body was talking about the Enterprise 
running circles around the conventional 
powered Navy ships 'that we had there. 

They wondered why in the world we 
considered building old-fashioned, con-
ventional ships. • 
_ Mr. RUSSELL of Gedrgia. · We are not 
building any more conventional carriers. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is some progress. 
Do we have any assurance from the Sec
retary of Defense that he will not sub
stitute these gas turbine destroyers? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Geor~a. No. He 
was asked that question and he said that 
he had directed that a study be made. 
He had, not received the results of the 
study at that time, and he was not in a 
position to give us a commitment. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, do I un
derstand that it is the intent of the com
mittee that the Secretary of Defense 
should not substitute these gas turbine 
destroyers in place of nuclear frigates? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I do not 
know how we could have made it clearer 
that we expect that these be built. Per
sonally, I think we~ should build both. 

. I will be very frank with the Senator. 
We have not built a new escort ship of 
this size for some 6 or 8 years. 

Mr. AIKEN. Then it is not the intent 
of Congress under the bill that the ·. De
fense Department should build the gas 
turbine destroyers and forget to build 
the nuclear frigates. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I just read 
the language which says that it is the 
view of the committee that we must pro
ceed with the construction of more nu
clear-powered surface ships for the Navy. 
That is in connection with this item. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think that the Senator 
and the committee have done all that 
they could do to insure that the intent of 
Congress be carried out. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. We have, 
indeed. The Senator is familiar with 
the difficulties we have had in the past 
with the Department of Defense, par
ticularly with respect to manned bomb
ers. We authorized and appropriated 
money year after year for this purpose, 
but they were never built. 

I hope that in this case we will have 
mucb better luck. . 

Mr. AIKEN. If the Secretary of De
fense does go ahead and builds the gas 
turbine destroyers and does not build the 
nuclear frigates, he would not be observ
ing the intent of Congress. 
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Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I think 
that is perfectly clear, to a majority of 
.Congress at any rate. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator. 
Am FORCE PROCUREME~T CHANGES 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The com
mittee has made several changes in the 
request for aircraft procurement of the 
Air Force, resulting in a net increase over 
the budget of $31 million. The House 
had added $55 million to maintain the 
production capability of the F-12 long
range interceptor aircraft. The com
mittee has reduced the add-on to $30 
million, it being understood that an in
crease of this order would be sufficient 
to accomplish the desired purpose. 

In another action and pursuant to the 
authority granted in the authorization 
act, the committee recommends approval 
of the House addition .of $16 million for 
the procurement of four CX-2 aeromedi
cal transport aircraft. The introduc
tion of these aircraft into the inventory 
will enlarge the capability of evacuation 
of Vietnam wounded. 

Production slippages and configura
tion changes permit the reduction of $15 
million in the A-7A ground-attack air
craft procurement without in any way 
jeopardizing the program. A descrip
tion of all major aircraft programs for 
the three services will be found in the 
committee report. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

As indicated above, almost $7 blllion 
of this appropriation is recommended 
for research, development, test, and 
evaluation for the activities of the 
Department of Defense. For the De
partment of the Army, one item of .im
portance is the recommendation of $431.4 
million for research activities in connec
tion with the development of the anti
ballistic missile system. This amount, 
which was allowed by the House, is $14.4 
million above the budget and will pro
vide for the acceleration of the Nike X 
system, for which preproduction funds 
have been included under the procure .. 
ment appropriation. 

Mr. President, it might be well to bear 
in mind that· to date, Congress has made 
available, beginning in 1956, a total of 
$2.3 billion for the development of this 
system. This is .a · very vital weapons 
system. It is supposed to serve as a de
fense against the full spectrum of the in
tercontinental- and intermediate-range 
ballistic missiles that make possible a nu
clear threat against the United States. 
The .system includes a phased array of 
radars, data processing equipment, and 
an improved Nike-Zeus missile for long
range intercepts and the Sprint for 
short-range intercepts. 

For the Department of the Navy, the 
committee recommends an increase of 
$10 million ·for certain high priority 
antisubmarine warfare programs. 

Mr. President, I say in passing that 
this and the antimissile program are un
doubtedly the· two most important re
search items in all our weapons systems. 
It is the area in which we simply cannot 
afford to drag behind. 

For the deep submergence program the 
comm,ittee has deemed the budget es
timate of $21.5 million to be adequate. 
This is a reduction of $5 million from the 
House allowance. 

For the Department of the Air Force, 
the committee recommends an increase 
of $50 million for the highly important 
manned orbiting laboratory. Failure 
to include these additional funds will, 
according to the Department, endanger 
the scheduled first manned fiight late 
in 1969. • 

The committee also recommends ap
proval of a House increase of $11.8 mil
lion for the advanced manned strategic 
aircraft program, ordinarily referred to 
as AMSAP. . 

It is believed that the total of $22.8 
million provided for this program will 
enable the initiation of the contract def
inition phase of the follow-on bomber. 

SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM 

One further funding matter should be 
mentioned. The Department requested 
authority to utilize for departmental 
needs excess foreign currencies generated 
abroad. It asked that this authority be 
granted without requesting a direct ap
propriation. However, the committee 
has approved the action of the House 
in recommending a direct appropriation 
of $7,348,000 for this activity. 

The committee recommends that the 
Senate accept the House action. These 
funds will be paid into the Treasury in 
exchange for the dollar equivalents in the 
currencies of foreign countries and will 
be utilized for defense requirements. Au
thority for such transactions will be 
found in the newly created title V of 
the bill. 

LANGUAGE PROVISIONS 

The committee has recommended a 
number of language changes in the gen
eral provisions of the bill. These are all 
d~tailed in the report. Several of them, 
although new to the regular appropria
tions bill, have been approved previously 
in the Southeast Asia Supplemental Ap
propriation Act. 

These include one provision-section 
640 of the bill-related to the utilization 
of defense funds for the support of free 
world forces in Vietnam. 

The budget includes $633 million for 
the support of allied forces-$590.8 mil
lion in this bill and $42.2 million in the 
military construction · appropriations. 
Funds for these purposes were formerly 
carried in the military assistance appro
priation. 

I ask unanimous consent that a tabu
lation showing the distribution by ap
propriation of the funds for the free 
world forces be included in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD , a.s fOllOWS: 

SUPPORT OF FREE VVORLD FORCES 
The budget estimates of the Department 

of .Defense include $633 mUlion ($590.8 mil
lion in this b1ll and $42.2 million in the 
Military Construction b111) for the support of 
"free world forces" in South Vi-etnam. Funds 
for these purposes were formerly carried in 
the Military Assl..stance Appropriation. 

The $590.8 m.llllon in this bill is in the 
fol1fwlng appropria tlons: 
Army: 

M111tary personneL__________ $6·, 800, 000 
Operation and maintenance __ 157,800,000 
Procurement of equipment 

8illd m.isslles ________ _______ 236, 300, 000 

Total, ArmY------------- 400,400,000 

Navy: 
M1litary personneL _________ _ 
Operation and maintenance __ 
Shipbullding and conversion_ 
~her procurement _________ _ 

600,000 
20,300,000 

6,600,000 
6,500,000 

Total, Navy_____________ 34, 000,000 

Marine Corps: 
Operation and maintenance __ 
Procurement ---------------

Total, Marine Corps _____ _ 

Air Force: 

100,000 
200,000 

300,000 

Operation and maintenance __ $39,200,000 
Aircraft procurement ________ 28,900,000 
Misslle procurement_________ 5, 800, 000 
~~er procurement __________ 81,500,000 

Total, Air Force _________ 155, 400,000 

Defense agencies:. Operation and 
maintenance --------------- 700, 000 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Certain 
other language · changes include a rein
stitution of the per pupil limitation as 
contained in the law for fiscal year 1966; 
an increa.se in the limitation on the 
shipment of household effects; · permis
sion to purchase privately owned hou,se 
trailers belonging to ·American person
nel in France who woul'd otherwise face 
undue financial hardship as a resUlt of 
being transferred; the reintroduction of 
the limitation of 20 percent on indirect 
costs of research grants .as previou,sly en
acted· for fiscal year 1965 and prior years; 
and the continued inclusion of the pro
hibition on the establLshment of a special 
training enlistment program. 

Mr. President, this, in brief outline, 
describes this tremendou,s appropriation 
bill. It is in ·the nature of .an insurance 
policy for our country and the troubled 
world~ It provides the sinews of war 
and the things that are essential for the 
welfare of the very large forces that we 
have in southeast Asia, 

Before I- close, I wish to pay tribute to 
those members of our Armed Force.s onto 
whose shoulders has fallen the heavy 
load of our struggle in southeast Asia. 
Their heroism, their self-sacrifice, their 
cool determination to see it through are 
an answer to those critic.s of democracy 
who allege that our youth have grown too 
soft to defend their heritage. I salute 
them. Their mothers and fathers, their 
sweethearts and wives can be proud of 
the part they .are playing in this struggle 
of the free world against the forces of 
aggression. 

Almost 200 years ago an American pa
triot said: 

These are the times which- try·- men's 
souls. The summer soldier and the sun
shine patriot wm, in this crisis, shrink from 
the service of their country, but he tha.t 
stands it now deserves the love and thanks 
of man and woman. Tyranny-is not easily 

l' 



August 16, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 19499 
conquered, but the harder the conflict, the 
more glorious the triumph. 

Recently I learned of a private citizen 
who, each week, goe.s to Andrews Air 
Force Base to meet the airplanes bring
ing back wounded personnel for treat
ment and convalescence at Walter Reed 
Army Ho,spital. After distributing little 
presents, he talks to these men. He said 
that without a single exception, all the 
men with whom he conversed expressed 
the burning desire to get well quickly, so 
that they could return to Vietnam to fin
ish the job. Let thi.s be our answer to 
Hanoi and Peking when they refuse to 
negotiate on any terms for ,an end of 
these cruel hostilitie,s. 

At this time I wish to thank the mem
bers of the Defense Appropriations Sub
committee for their fruitful efforts dur
ing the. consideration of the bill. The 
1,800 pages of testimony which are on 
the desk of each Member of the Senate 
bear witness to their diligence and ,sound 
deliberation. I also wish to tliank the 
many representative,s of the Department 
of Defense who have cooper,ated with the 
committee. 

I have endeavored to cover the more 
important changes which the committee 
has made in the bill, and I hope that the 
Senate will see fit to adopt it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the committee amendments be 
agreed to en bloc, that the bill as thus 
amended be considered as original text, 
and that no points of order be considered 
waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none and it 
is so ordered. 

The amendments, agreed to en bloc, 
are as follows: 

On page 2, line 10, after the word "else
where", to strike out "$6,429,400,000" and 
insert "$6,164,400,000". 

On page 2, line 18, after the word "cadets", 
to strike out "$3,736,100,000" and insert; 
"$3,652,100,000". 

On page 3, line 2, after the word "else
where", to strike out "$1,214,200,000" and in
sert "$1,183,200,000". 

On page 3, line 10, after the word "cadets", 
to strike out "$5,204,800,000" and insert "$5,-
015,800,000". 

On page 4, line 5, after the word "law", to 
strike out "$111,900,000" and insert "$112,-
600,000". 

On page 7, line 1, after the word "Govern
ment", to strike out "$5,132,200,000" and in
sert "$5,122,427,000". 

On page 8, line 11, after the word "Govern
ment", to strike out "$3,982,900,000" and in
sert "$3,980,300,000". 

On page 10, line 11, after the word ''Gov
ernment", to strike out "$4,948,600,000" and 
insert "$4,937,100,000". 

On page 11, line 16, after the word "Gov
erment", to strike out "$808,100,000" and in
sert "$806,900,000". 

On page 13, line 23, after the word "Guard", 
to insert a colon and "Provided further, That 
not less than twenty-five airlift squadrons 
shall be maintained during fiscal 1967". 

On page 16, line 6, after the word "author
ized", to strike out "$3,484,500,000" and in
sert "$3,483,300,000". 

On page 17, line 8, after the word "amend
ed", to strike out "$1,756,700,000" and insert 
"$1,909,700,000", and, in line 9, after the 
word "expended", to insert a comma and "of 
which $130,500,000 shall be available only for 
the construction of a nuclear powered guided 

missile frigate, and $20,000,000 shall be avail
able only for the procurement of long lead
time items for an additional nuclear powered 
guided missile frig~te". 

On page 19, at the beginning of line 8, to 
strike out "$4,032,300,000" and insert "$3,-
992,300,000", and, in line 9, after the word 
"expended", to insert a comma and "of which 
$30,000,000 shall be available only for the 
procurement of, or maintaining a production 
capability for, the F-12 aircraft; and $16,-
000,000 shall be available only for the pro
curement of CX-2 (aeromedical transport) 
aircraft". 
. On page 22, line 18, after the word "law", 

to strike out "$1,753,600,000" and insert $1,-
758,600,000", and, in line 20, after the word 
"paragraph", to strike out "$26,500,000" and 
insert $21,500,000". 

On page 23, line 6, after the word "law", 
to strike out "$3,062,600,000" and insert 
"$3,112,600,000", and, in line 10, after the 
word "program", to insert a comma and 
"and $200,000,000 shall be available only for 

the Manned Orbiting Laboratory (MOL) proj
ect". 

On page 28, line 4, after the word "avail
able", to strike out " (a) except as authorized 
by the Act of September 30, 1950 (20 U.S.C. 
236 244), for primary and secondary school
ing for minor dependents of military and 
civilian personnel of the Department of De
fense residing on military or naval instal
lations or stationed in foreign countries, as 
authorized for the Navy by section 7204 of 
title 10, United States Code, when the Secre
tary of the Department concerned finds that 
schools, if any, available in the locality, are 
unable to provide adequately for the educa
tion · of such dependents;" and insert "(a) 
except as authorized by the Act of September 
30, 1950 (20 U.S.C. 236-244), for primary and 
secondary schooling for minor dependents of 
military and civiUan personnel of the Depart
ment of Defense residing on military or naval 
installations or stationed in foreign coun
tries, as authorized for the Navy by section 
7204 of title 10, United States Code, in 
amounts not exceeding an average of $455 
per student, when the Secretary of the De
partment concerned finds that schools, if 
any, available in the locality, are unable to 
provide adequately for the education of such 
dependents: PrO'ViP,ed, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law the Secretary of 
Defense shall establish rates of compensa
tion for teachers in the Overseas Dependents 
Schools System in accordance with the per 
pupil limitation established in this sec
tion;". 

On page 29,line 23, after the word "ration", 
to insert a colon and "Provided, That milk 
purchased for enlisted personnel, and for 
midshipmen and cadets at the service acad
emies shall be purchased at a fair market 
price." 

On page 34, line 11, after the word "re
port", to strike out "monthly" and insert 
"quarterly". 

On page 34, after line 12, to insert: 
" (e) Section 3732 of the Revised Statutes 

{41 U.S.C. 11) is ·amended as follows: 
"Designate t~e existing paragraph as '(a)' 

and add the following paragraph: 
"'(b) The Secretary of Defense shall 1m

mediately advise the Committees on Ap
propriations of the Congress of the exercise 
of the authority granted in subsection (a) 
of this section, and shall report quarterly 
on the estimated obligations incurred pur
suant to the ·authority granted in subsection 
(a) of this section.' " 

·on page 37, line 2, after the word "pounds", 
to strike out "for ofll.cers in pay grades 0-7 
through o-10; of twelve thousand pounds 
for officers in pay grade o-6; and eleven 
thousand pounds for all others. 

On page 41, line 9, after the word "furnish
ings", to insert a comma and "house trailers 

(for the purpose of relieving unusual indi
vidual losses occasioned by the relocation. of 
personnel from -installations in France)". 

On page 43, line 8, after the word "exceed", 
to strike out "$12,647,300" and insert 
"$11,746,000". 

On page 45, after line 24, to strike out: 
"SEc. 638. None of the funds provided 

herein shall be used to pay any recipient of 
a grant for the conduct of a research project 
an amount equal to as much as the entire 
cost of such project.'' 

And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 
"SEc. 638. None of the funds provided 

herein shall be used to pay any recipient of 
a grant for the conduct of a research project 
an amount for indirect expenses in connec
tion with such project in excess of 20 per 
centum of the direct costs.'' 

On page 47, after line 12, to insert a new 
section, as follows: 

"SEc. 642. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for the expenses 
of the Special Training Enlistment Program 
(STEP).'' 

On page 47, at the beginning of line 16, to 
change the section number from "642" to 
"643". 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield now to the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts who is the 
ranking minority member of the com
mittee, and with whom I have worked 
since this committee was created. 

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I thank the chairman of the committee 
for yielding to me. 

The chairman of our committ~e. the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia, 
who has had long experience as chair
man of the Committee on Armed Services 
and of Defense Appropriations, has de
veloped in his remarks the actions in 
detail of our committee. He has been 
conscientious, as always, and well in
formed on the problems of our armed 
services. He has described the many 
different items that it was the respon
sibility of the committee to consider. I 
commend him for the .work he has· done 
and fo;r the report that he has just com
pleted. I believe that our committee has 
adequately provided for our forces for 
the next fiscal year insofar as we know 
their needs at the present time. I say 
this advisedly, because it is common 
knowledge that what may be required in 
Vietnam must be supplied in order that 
our services may carry forward their en
deavors to end vic~oriously and satisfac
torily the battles they are conducting in 
that country. · 

The budget proposals that the com
mittee considered are over ·$59 billion, 
exclusive of the military assistance pro
gram, military construction, and civil 
defense, which are the subjects of other 
appropriation bills. Our recommenda
tions are $525.5 million over the budget 
and $426.5 milli.on under the House -al
lowances, and $668.1 million under the 
fiscal year 1966 appropriations. These 
appropriations are based on the assump
tion that combat operations in southeast 
Asia will continue through June 30, 1967. 
In my opiniQn, the testimony clearly 
shows that there will be substantial ad
ditional requests in the supplemental 
bill. I ag:ee, with Congressman MAH:ON 
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that these may well amount to at least 
$10 billion. 

Very briefly, this summarizes the over-
all appropriations that the committee 
has made. May I now briefly emphasize 
what I believe are the high spots of our 
endeavors. The most important one 
and the one to which the committee gave 
the most attention concerns the recom
mendations of the Defense Department 
that the Army Reserve and the National 
Guard be merged, with a strength of 
580,000 men. As we did last year, were
jected this proposal and reported funds 
to maintain the status quo with a provi
sion that these funds might be used if a 
merger of the Guard and the Reserves 
was established by legislation at a later 
date. We agreed with the House pro
graming for an average strength of 
260,000 for the Army-Reserves and 380,-
000 for the Army National Guard. · 

The testimony clearly indicated that 
of the ·combined estimated strength of 
approximately 672,000 men on July 30, 
1966, there . were 133,000 Reserve en
listees-REP's--that had 1;10t received 
any training in fundamentals as required 
by the Reserve Enlistment Act of 1963. 
Secretary Vance in a letter to the com
mittee stated that as many of these Re
serves as- possible would be trained after 
the necessary training was given to men 
who would be assigried to our Regular 
Forces. I emphasize that point., Mr. 
President, because Secretary Vance said 
that he would train these men as soon 
as possible, btit would first train those 
who have to go into the Regular Forces. 

Secretary McNamara has assured me 
personally, as I know he has also assured 
our chairman, that these untrained re
servists, together with those who may be 
enlisted in the ·future, would receive 
training. In other words, in' my opinion 
he has eliminated the proviso contained 
in Secretary Vance's le.tter of July 27 on 
page 3. He has also made clear to me 
that he would not recommend that these 
reservists be -sent overseas. I am cer
tain· that my colleagues in the Senate 
will read carefully the language in the 
committee report on page 9 and note that 
our committee after 'full discussion felt 
strongly it was only fair that these reser
vists be put on the same basis for. serv
ice in Vietnam as new enlistees and 
draftees. ·To make our position clear on 
this point the chairman of our· commit
tee, Senator RussELL, and I have filed 
an amendment to the bill-he asked me 
to be the cosponsor and I 'said that I 
would-that will enable the President at 
his discretion to order to active duty 
any member in the Ready Reserve of an 
armed force who has not served on active 
duty other than for training. 

I wish to interpolate briefly to say 
that Joe Doakes on this side of the street 
and Joe Thomas on the other side of the 
street should be placed in the same cate
gory. Joe Doakes may be in the a.eserves. 
The gentleman on the other side of the 
street is not. He is drafted and sent to 
Vietnam. The man in the Reserves may 
be elig~ble for training, and he has not 
been trained, and he aoes not go on ac-
tive · duty; · · · 

While it may or may not be desirable 
to call up Reserve or National Guard 

units as units, I believe that under proper 
considered direction, trained men from 
our Reserve units can be effectively 
merged into our regular forces. Only in 
this way, as the committee brought out 
in its report, can we put all our young 
men on the same basis and not permit 
one who enlists in the Reserves or Na
tional Guard to have an advantage over 
a man who is not in the Reserves but is 
called into active service or volunteers 
for active service. 

A second substantial change in our 
committee recommendations concerns 
the elimination of $569 million provided 
by the House for additional strength in 
our Active Forces. This is an indefinite 
appropriation and is not based on statis
tical knowledge of the · amount needed 
at the present time; · The committee has 
been assured by Department of Defense 
witnesses that the exclusion of these ad
ditional funds will not affect our na
tional security, nor will they ultimately 
result in a reduction in spending. But 
until we know the exact amounts re
quired, and which amounts can well be 
included in a supplemental bill, our com
mittee felt that they could be eliminated 
because there is sufficient authority con
tained in section 612 of the bill to per
mit the Department to cover any in
creases in strength until the supplemen
tal appropriation bill is enacted. The 
same procedure was adopted by the com
mittee in several other instances that 
involve less money: 

Another highlight of our recommenda
tions concerns the agreement with the 
House in adding $163.3 million for the 
preproduction actiVities for the Nike X 
antiballiStic missile. · But we made it 
clear that these funds were available only 
for this purpose. 

It is obvious to all that the helicopters 
are an important element in Vietnam 
and so the co~ttee added .$19.9 million 
to pr~ure additional :r;>awnee. 'helicop
ters. · 

The House provided for the construe,. 
tion of a nuclear-powered guided-missile 
frigate, and $20 million for the procure
ment of long-leadtim~ items for an ad.:. 
ditional one. Our committee agreed 
with these provisions, but also added 
$153 million for the construction of two 
gas turbine-powered guided-missile de
stroyers which the House eliminated but 
which the Defense Department recom
mended. We know that aircraft carriers 
are carrying on a fundamental part of 
the war in Vietnam. They need to be 
protected and it is quite clear that ad
ditional destroyers are needed fo-r the 
proper protection of these carriers. 
That was the basis of the committee's 
decision. 

In order to maintain the production 
line of the F-12 long-range interceptor · 
aircraft, we provided an additional $30 
million, which was below the House pro
vision but is consiC.ered sufficient to 
maintain this production line. This . is 
the most important change that the 
committee has made in aircraft procure':" 
ment. We believe, too, that we have made 
ample provision for the development of 
the F-lUB aircraft. One model of this 
aircraft is now in production for the Air 

Force, but is still being researched for 
Navy use. 

Our committee also provided an allow
ance. of an additional $10 million to fund 
high prio.rfty antisubmarine warfare pro
grams. One other important addition 
by the committee was to recommend an 
increase of $50 million over the budget 
request of $150 million for the manned 
orbiting laboratory. The information 
furnished to the committee indicated the 
immediate need for this amount to con
tinue this program and the failure to 
provide these funds would endanger the 
scheduled first manned flight late in 
1969. 

In this statement, Mr. President, I 
have tried to point out what I believe 
are the important ' highlights included 
in this $59 billion bill for defense re
quirements that we have submitted. 
The committee was unanimous in its 
recommendations and, as I have stated, 
under the thoughtful and careful guid
ance of our chairman-both Armed 
Services and Appropriations-we have 
made these recommendations to the Sen
ate which in our opinion will provide the 
necessary security for our country and 
for its operations efficiently in Vietnam 
and other parts 9f the world. I hope the 
committee's recommendations will be 
adopted. 

·Mr. PASTORE: . Mr. President, Will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONS'f.ALL. I yield. 
1 Mr. PA:STOHE. I think we should be 
very careful that we ;·do not leave the 
wrong impression with. reference to the 
utilizatipn of our Reserves in a selective 
way. I do not think that there is any 
universal purpose or desire on the part 
of the Reserves to avoid their individual 
responsibility. I believe that for the 
most part the reservists would like to 
share in the sacrifice and responsibility 
for guaranteeing the security of the 
country. It is only b~ause of the 'policy 
of the administration that · thisr is ;no-t 
happening. 
·· The reason I point this out is that in 
giving the examples of Joe Doakes and 
Joe Thomas, we do not wish to create 
the impression ·that anyone is trying to 
avoid his responsibility. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAs
TORE] who, in his usual manner has made 
very clear what I wanted to say. 

The Senator will recall that this mat
ter came up in the discussion by the 
committee and the examples which I 
gave came from the Senator irom Rhode 
Island. 

Of course, a great many of the men 
in the Reserves want to serve, but at the 
present time they are activated only as 
units. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Let me say 
that the amendment which the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] 
and I shall offer is not intended to as
perse Reserves. They have been the 
backbone of our forces in two world wars; 
they contributed mightily to the Korean 
war; and they were called up for the 
"Berlin crisis." · 

Under the present system considera
tion is given only to calling up an entire 
unit in the Reserve components. That 
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causes a great deal of confusion, and you 
tend to pull everybody of a certain age 
from a community when you call up a 
unit. In addition, you create the impres
sion that we are in very dire straits. 

The amendment we shall offer would 
permit the callup of Reserves as indi
viduals according to their MOB-mili
tary occupational specialty. I want to 
emphasize that this proposed amendment 
is apphcable only to those Reserves who 
have not served on active duty other 
than for training. 

There are many members of the Re
serve who are perfectly willing to carry 
out their duty wherever their orders may 
send them. It is not their fault that they 
have not been called to active service. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Yes, I 
yield on this subject. 

Mr. CANNON. The proposed amend
ment does not specify in its language, 
that this callup could be made without 
consent of the reservists involved. Is it 
contemplated that this is adequate au
thority for the President without the 
language on consent. I think that pre
vious legislation authorizing the callup 
of the Reserves spelled that out and made 
it clear. ' 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I have no 
particular objection to having that in 
the amendment. It was included in the 
original draft and I struck it out because 
to me it was a contradiction in terms to 
say that a man in a military organization 
has to ,give his consent to respond to an 
order. When a man gets into a uniform, 
he must respona to any order, this says 
that the President may order any mem
ber in the Ready Reserve who has not 
served on active duty. I think that that 
is adequate. I have no objection to in
cluding the consent · language. It was 
put in on pr-evious occasions. I thought 
it unne~essary then, and I think it is 
unnecessary now. Any military orga
nization-Reserve or otherwise-that is 
built on the idea of obtaining individual 
consent would collapse the first day in 
action. If you had to ask· every man: 
"Are you ready to charge? Are you ready 
to fire? Are you ready to go to mess?" 
It would create a ludicrous situation. 

I do not believe that that language, 
which says, "without its consent," either 
adds to or takes from the text, but if the 
Senator from Nevada would feel better 
about it, I would put it in the amend
ment. 

Mr. CANNON. I thank the distin
guished chairman for yielding to me, but 
I have no strong feeling on it. The lan
guage which was omitted here was 
carried previously . . I wanted to make 
it clear that the authority granted in 
the amendment is adequate for the call 
to active duty of individual reserves 
without their consent. The explanation 
of the author -of the amendment has 
made it clear that it is adequate. 

Mr: RUSSELL of Georgia. I am glad 
to make that legislative history, and 
appreciate the assistance of the Senator 
from Nevada in doing that. However, it 
seems to me that it is somewhat of a 
reflec-tion upon the Reserves to say "with 

their consent" when they are in the 
Reserves. When a man is in the armed 
services and he gets an order from his 
Commander in Chief, the President of 
the United States, it is not customary to 
ask this man for his consent. There is 
nothing in the Draft Act about asking a 
man's consent. He gets his notice, and 
he reports wherever they tell him to 
report. Certainly this concept should 
be even more applicable to a man already 
in the Ready Reserve of the Armed 
Forces. 

Mr. CANNON. I thank the distin
guished Senator for making that point 
clear. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 
. Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I am glad 
to yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have in mind to 
make some brief remarks today regard
ing the matter that is at least directly 
related to this bill; but, I understand 
there is to be a motion to postpone the 
consideration of this measure. There
fore, at this time, I wish to ask some pre
liminary questions of the distinguished 
chairman of the committee as a basis 
for the remarks I shall make later when 
I have the floor in my own right. 

If the motion should prevail to post
pone consideration of this bill, I shall 
speak anyhow, because I had stated to 
the press that I would make some brief 
remarks on this subject today. 

I should now like to ask unanimous 
cbnsent that my remarks on my own time 
follow in the RECORD this colloquy be
tween the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL] and myself, so 
that there will be continuity. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is' so ordered. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, 
first, I wish to commend the dis tin
guished chairman, with whom it is my 
privilege to serve on the subcommittee, 
for the splendid explanation he has given 
us of this bill. I join him in the general 
sentiments which he has expressed. It 
seems to me that there has been a great 
deal of publicity regarding one item of 
procurement. I think there are funds in 
the bill for this item. It is pertaining to 
the item that I should like to ask the dis
tinguished chairman, so that the record 
may be made, as to the amount of funds 
which can be used, having in mind, pos
sibly, that I may offer an amendment 
with respect thereto, at the proper time, 
during consideration of the bill. 

I ask the distinguished chairman: 
How much is included in the recom
mendations of the committee, as appear 
in the bill, for the various versions of the 
F-111 aircraft, formerly known as the 
TFX? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The Sena
tor knows that the detailed breakdown is 
classified, but there is substantially more 
than $1 billion in the bill for the four 
versions of the TFX which are now in re
search, development, test, and evalua
tion. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. There ' are four 
versions now? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Yes. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Originally there 

were only two, is that not correct? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That is 
correct, but the F-111A is the Air Force 
tactical fighter-bomber version. I think 
that is the furthest advanced. Then 
there is the RF-lllA, the Air Force re
connaissance version, and the FB-111 
which is the Air Force strategic bomber 
version, which was just brought in with
in the past 7 or 8 months, and the Fl11B 
which is the Navy version. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Navy fighter 
version. 

Mr. RUSSE!JL of Georgia. Yes. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Is the Senator 

prepared to advise the Senate how these 
funds are divided, as between research 
and development and procurement? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I think 
th~t most of those details are classified,. 
but the principal procurement fund in 
the bill is for a substantial number of 
Air Force tactical fighter bombers. · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The F-111A. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That is. 

right. Some funds are included for the 
Navy's aircraft procurement program,. 
but that is really for the continuation 
of the aircraft evaluation program. . 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is for pro
curing and then for test and evaluation 
purposes; is that not correct? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. They have 
already supplied four to . the Navy for 
test and evaluation, and .they are still 
endeavoring to develop one · which will 
meet the Navy's requirements. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. So far, they have 
not been able to do that. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The N~vy 
has not actually ·PUt in any order for 
procurement, up to this time. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Then there is a 
relatively small sum included ~in the bill 
for procurement work leadtime items 
for the FB-111, but no funds for the--

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That is the 
bomber. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. There are no funds 
available for procurement of the F-111B·~ 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. No, other 
than for the four models that have been 
submitted. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Not specifically. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. No. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. But is there not in 

the bill the authority, which the Secre
tary may exercise, to transfer funds from 
one purpose to another? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Yes; if he 
wished to exercise to the full his transfer 
authority, he could procure some of the 
Navy versions. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. He could procure. 
them. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Yes. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Whether they 

measure up to standards or whether they 
meet the contract specifications? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Well, I as
sume that we would hesitate to transfer· 
funds .from a workable item to one that 
did not come up to standards. Let me 
answer the Senator by saying there are· 
funds he can transfer and thus procure 
the Navy version. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. So, if we wanted to 
be sure, from the standpoint of this ap
propriation, that funds could not be used 
for the procurement of the Navy version~ 
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some provision in the bill would be ap
propriate and necessary for that purpose, 
I assume. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. We could 
put a limitation on the appropriation 
which would prohibit it. I do not think, 
though, that it is necessary, because the 
Navy already has deferred a decision 
that they were going to make in Decem
ber of this year until some time next 
spring, as to whether they will utilize 
the airplane at all. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I think that is true 
with respect to the Navy. I do not think 
they want the plane, and I can under
stand that they would not want it. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I have 
never been able to find any enthusiasm 
among any of the Navy officers for the 
Navy version. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is right. I 
am quite confident that they would not 
accept the airplane. I do not think they 
want to procure it. But, I understand 
that, heretofore-and I think it goes 
without question-that they have been 
overruled. They were overruled in the 
beginning with respect to this airplane. 
They could be overruled again by the 
same source, and the plane could be 
procured despite their protests. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That is 
possible, under existing law. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is possible. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. It is a pos

sibility. I do not think it is very proba
ble, though. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I recall it, when 
the development of this aircraft was an
nounced in December of 1962, it was 
stated that the unit cost would run about 
$2.3 million per plane. Would the chair
man of the subcommittee advise us as to 
the unit cost of the Air Force fighter ver
sion which is the one farthest advanced 
and for which funds are included in the 
bill? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I think the 
Air Force version is the only one on which 
any unit cost has been definitely fixed. 
Although that figure is classified, I shall 
be glad to give it to the distinguished 
Senator in secret. I will say for the REc
ORD that it substantially exceeds the fig
ure of $2.3 million given previously. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator from 
Georgia may say those figures are clas
sified, but they have been published and 
republished in the preS.s throughout the 
country. I do not want to violate any
thing that is classified--

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The Sen
ator is at liberty to state anything that 
has been published, but I do not want to 
put the imprimatur of the department's 
approval on anything that ha.s been.clas
sified, except to say x dollars when it 
is classified; but it is substantially above 
the figure the Senator gave. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It has actually now 
more than doubled what it was repre
sented to my committee it would be at 
the time we made inquiry. It has even 
passed 100 percent in increase. I should 
like to ask the distinguished chairman 
of the committee if there is ,any indica
tion as to how much further that in
crea.se may go. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. No. Every· 
time we have gone into the matter, the 

nuinber of planes we have been able to 
place in the inventory for the same ap
propriation ha.s gone down, thereby indi
cating that the unit cost has gone up, at 
every hearing. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In order words, the 
cost has escalated while the number of 
planes to be procured has decreased? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I do not 
say both things have happened, but the 
number has come down every time that 
the appropriation has been the same. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Has there been any 
reason given to the Appropriations Com
mittee why, notwithstanding the fact 
that we are in war and notwithstanding 
the fact that we have already lost more 
than 300 planes over North Vietnam 
alone, and in view of the estimated unit 
cost, we now propose to procure a smaller 
number of planes, instead of a greater 
number than were said to be needed some 
4 years ago? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The cost 
has increased. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is that the only 
reason? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Does the 
Senator mean--

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is that the only 
reason they have kept the number down? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The reason 
we do not have the plane in inventory is 
that we have not been able to remove all 
the "bugs." 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand, but 
why do they say they are going to take 
fewer and fewer planes; for example, 
that the Navy is going to take only about 
40 percent of the number it originally 
said were. needed? . 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. It is be
cause the Navy has never been satisfied 
with the plane, and it has other planes 
which they think are much better for 
naval use, particularly with respect to 
landing on carriers and for maneuver
ability in the air. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The fact that the 
price may actually double or more the 
estimated cost would hardly be the only 
factor that would cause the Navy to scale 
down the procurement to 40 percent of 
its original professed requirements. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I just 
stated the Navy has never been enthusi
astic about the plane and never believed 
it could be useful on carriers. Whether 
the plane will ever be or not, I do not 
know, but it has not been up to this time 
and the Navy has spent a great deal of 
money on it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does the Senator 
have information from reliable sources 
that the plane does not meet the Navy 
requirements and that it is deficient in 
meeting the design and structure re-
quirements? · 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I would 
say that as of this date the Senator's 
statement is justified. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Notwithstanding 
the four models of the five arranged for 
or proposed to be secured for test evalu
ation purposes, and notwithstanding that 
four have been delivered, it is still in a 
stage where the Navy believes it is 
greatly deficient in meeting design and 
structure requirements? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The Navy 
stated it could not utilize the plane in its 
present configuration and size. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena
tor from Georgia. With deference to my 
colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], who says he wishes to make a 
motion--

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. · Mr. Presi
dent, if the Senator will yield, I should 
like to put in the RECORD, as a part of 
my answer, a statement from the House 
report on the reason why the Navy has 
not procured planes of this type. It is 
gone into in detail at page 231 of the 
committee memorandum. The House 
committee announced: 

No funds are to be programed for the pro
curement of "hard tooling" or similar pro
duction equipment in fiscal y•ear 1967 until 
ample notice and , information supporting 
such action has been made available to the 
Committees on Approprla.tions of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate. 

That is a statement from ·the House 
report. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, 
they undertake, by statements in there
port, to say that none of these planes 
are to be procured until a study can be 
made--

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That is as 
to the Navy version. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wished to have 
an explanation of this item in the RECORD 
since I understood the Senator from 
Pennsylvania desired to make a motion 
tq defer consideration of this bill, and 
that he had arranged to be recognized by 
the Chair as soon as my colloquy with 
the Senator from Georgia had been con
cluded. I desired to make that colloquy 
a part of the RECORD while the Senator 
from Georgia had the floor. 

Mr. McCLELLAN subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I appreciate very much 
the courtesies of the distinguished chair
man, the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL], in yielding to me while he had 
the floor so that I might make the 
RECORD with respect to the bill as it in
cludes funds for the so-called F-111 
series of airplanes which are now in the 
research and development stage, with 
prospects of being procured later and 
stocked in our arsenal of defense. 

This weapons system and its procure
ment has been in controversy from its 
very inception. The controversy reached 
a serious stage at the time the Secretary 
of Defense overruled all the civilian and 
military experts in the Department of 
Defense who had worked as a team and 
served as a selection bo'ard for the· dif
ferent contestants for the different de
signs and proposals which were sub
mitted by prospective contractors for the 
building of the planes. When that de
cision was made and announced, it ap
peared from reports and from known 
facts at the time that the Secretary of 
Defense had selected from the final two 
contestants, a plane whose design was 
inferior to that of the others, inferior, 
that is, as to its performance prospects, 
and also more costly than the other 
plane. 

These two contestants, as we all 
know, were General Dynamics and the 
Boeing Corp. The General Dynamics 
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plane was selected, and the Boeing plane, 
according to all reports, was the supe
rior plane. It had been four times rec
ommended over all contestants, includ
ing the final submission of the design 
and proposal of General Dynamics. 

Thereafter a series of hearings was 
held by the permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations. Those hearings, because 
of the nature of the testimony that would 
be heard, involving national defense, 
particular characteristics of these weap
ons, and, in fact, because they were be
lieved to involve in some respects na
tional security, were held in executive 
session. Parts of that testimony have 
been released. Other parts of it, some 
of the critical parts of it, have never been 
released. 

The hearings .of the committee pro
ceeded.from, I believe, the 26th of .Feb
ruary, 1963, until the 20th of November 
of that year. Two days after the last 
hearing was held a great tragedy oc
curred, the assassination of the President 
of ·the United States. ':;r'emporQ.rily the 
hearings were suspended. ' 

Thereafter an evaluati-on of the hear
ings and the status of them indicated 
that the hearings would not be conclu
sive and could not be conclusive with re
spect to all of the issues ·involved until 
there had been further proceedings and 
further progress had been made with re
spect to contracting for research and 
development, testing, and evaluation of 
the proposed plane. 

For that reason, and for some others 
I · could mention, we have suspended the 
hearings, subject to their being resumed 
a;t such time as it may seem appropriate 
and propitious to do so. That time wlll 
come. I am' not prepared today to an
nounce the time or the date, but that 
time will oome. · 

I have made that statement recently 
to all who are concerned or interested or 
who inquired. But in recent days_ arid 
during this interim there have appeared 
in the press from time 1 to time articles 
regarding the progress that is being made 
with respect to the development of this 
plane. Recently, within the last several 
days, . a large number of articles have 
appeared in the press which are highly 
critical of this . plane, and which relate 
tO -information that presum'ably is clas
sified, but which neverthe.ess is known 
to many of us as being substantially cor
rect. Particularly is it known to me as 
chairman of the Permanent Subcommit
tee on Investigations that there is good 
reason for believing that many of the 
statements which have recently appeared 
in the press are true. 

There will be further hearings at some 
appropriate time to develop the facts 
that should be developed with respect to 
the procurement of this weapons sys
tem. 

I shall be restrained in my remarks as 
to predictions or as to personal criticisms· 
with respect to this program and what 
we may anticipate will develop regard
ing it. But, Mr. President, the articles 
that have appeared in the press are dis
turbing, not just to me as chairman of 
the subrommittee that conducted the 
investigation, although, possibly by rea
son of that position, I am better informed 
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with respect to the background and· with 
respect to the facts pertaining to and as
sociated with this program than most of 
my colleagues, and certainly more so 
than most of the citizens throughout this 
country. 

So I cannot say that I am shocked at 
these disclosures. I may say that I 
would rather they had not been made, 
except for the fact, Mr. President, that 
if they are true they serve a worth
while purpose. If they are true, they are 
information that the people of this coun
try should have. If they! are true, they 
are information that Congress needs in 
its deliberations as we from time to time 
appropriate billions of dollars, as.we pro
pose to do in the pending bill, for the de
fense of our country. 

Mr. President, at this point I ask 
unanimous consent that a series of these 
articles be printed in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks, at the conclusion of 
what I shall have to say. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See eXhibit 1.) 
Mr. McCLELLAN. The first of the ar

ticles, Mr. President, that I ask be printed 
in the RECORD is an article in Aviation 
Week & Space Technology, in its issue 
of July 11, 1966, entitled "Variable 
Geometry of F-4 Proposed to Navy." 

The second is an article that appeared 
in the Wall Street Journal of Augu,st 3, 
1966, entitled "Touted TFX Too Fat To 
Fly for Navy Now-Savings Fade Away." 

I shall have some comment tO make 
about that article in a moment. 

The third article is an article by the 
A.ssociated Press. The copy of it I h.8.ve 
appeared in the Washington Evening 
Star on Thursday, August 4. Its title is, 
"Delay in Building TF'X Acceptable to 
Navy Creates Stir." 

The fourth article is one that appeared 
in the st. Lou1s Post-Dispatch as an edi
torial in its issue of August 4, 1966, enti
tled "TF'X Claimed Costing Far M·ore 
Than Estimated-Navy Has Refused To 
Accept It So Far." 

The fifth article which I shall insert in 
the RECORD, Mr. President, is an article 
in Barron's National Business & Finan
cial Weekly, in its August 15 issue, enti
tled, "Point of No Return-TFX Program 
Has Gone From Scandal to Disaster." 

The sixth article, Mr. Pre::;ident, is an 
editorial in the Memphis Commercial 
Appeal of August 8, 1966, entitled, "Mc
Namara's TFX Folly." 

The last article, Mr. President, which 
I .shall insert in the RECORD today, is an 
editorial in the Seattle Times of August 
5,. entitled, "TFX, An Issue That Will 
Not Die." 

Mr. President, these articles should be 
re.ad by every Member of this body. 
They should be considered, Mr. Presi
dent, and the truth or falsity of their 
contents should be explored and 
determined. 

I may say, Mr. President, at this point, 
with respect to the contents. of these 
articles, and particularly the two from 
which I shall quote, that if the contents 
of the articles are true, they are scan
dalous. If they are not true, then they 
are slanderous. I did not publish them. 
I am not the author of them. They are 

n~t my statements. They contain infor.o" 
mation that enterprising reporters have 
been able to obtain, information that 
would not be made available to me, pos
sibly, if I asked for it; information that 
has been locked in a chamber of secrecy, 
much of it, up to this time. And I may 
say, Mr. President, that all during the· 
interim that we have not been holding 
hearings, smoke of doubt and uncertainty 
has been emitting in very small streams, 
I may say-from the crevices in that wall 
of secrecy that has been maintained. 
Now, with these articles and the other 
information that is being published, that 
smoke is of doubt and distrust is billow
ing up to the point that it is attracting 
national attention. 

Yes, Mr. President, I do not think we 
can ignore it. And if we 

1
find out' that 

those responsible for reporting these 
articles have not reported the truth, or 
substantially the truth, t:tien, of course, 
Mr. President, the purported facts or in
formation contained therein should not 
influence us. We should relegate it to 
the trash cim. But if it is true, Mr~ Presi
dent, we had better consider it, because 
it involves national defense, and could 
have an impact upon the security of our 
country, and the progress, and even per
haps to some degree the success, with 
which we may be able to prosecute the 
present war in Vietnam if it continues 
for a number of years, as many are now 
predicting it will. 

So this is serious, Mr. President. 
Either there is great truth in what has 
been published, or it amounts to a slur
a slur upon the great Defense Depart
ment of the United States. I say that no 
Senator, no Member of Congress, can be · 
indifferent to what is contained in these 
articles. I shall read some of it .. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator will yield at this point, if 
he may do so without losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arkansas yield to the Sen
ator from North Carolina? 

·Mr. McCLELLAN. I y1eld for a ques
tion. 

Mr: ERVIN. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator may yield for an ob
servation without losing his right to the 
floor. ' r 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield for an ob
servation, if I may do so without losing 
my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ERVIN. As a member of the 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions, I have been fam1liar for some time 
with some of the problems which the 
distinguished chairman of that subcom.:. 
mittee, the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] has encoun
tered in the so-called TFX investigation. 
I have no desire at this time to express 
any opinion with respect to the merits of 
the evidence taken in that investigation. 

I do wish to say, however, as a mem
ber of the permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations, and as one interested in 
the defense of our Nation, that in my 
judgment the distinguished Senator from' 
Arkansas merits the commendation of 
the country for the courageous and in tel-= 
ligent course he has pursued thus fa.r as 
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chairman of the permanent Subcommit
tee on Investigations, and for his deter
mination to proceed further with the in
quiry and ascertain what the truth may 
be with respect to the matters which he 
has discussed. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my distinguished colleague, who 
is a member of the committee. 

Mr. President, the duties that it be
came our responsibility to perform in 
connection with the investigation con
ducted by the permanent subcommittee 
were not pleasant. I did ;not seek the 
opportunity to make this investigation. 

Many times I wished that the cup 
might pass from me, even before the in
vestigation started, and after it had be
gun, I sought to find a way to end the 
investigation honorably and at the same 
time to prqtect my country and to make 
sure that it was not being imposed upon. 

I was unsuccessful in that effort. 
Thereafter, I had no alternative except 
to pursue with as much diligence and 
faithfulness as I possessed the unpleas
ant task that had fallen to the lot of the 
subcommittee to ··perform~ 

Mr. President, I am not going to read 
all of these .articles, but I would like to 
call attention particularly to two of 
~em. • . · 

Mr.. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr: McCLELLAN. I will be glad to 
yield for a question. 

Mr.: LAUSCHE. Article No. 5, pub
lished in Barron's on August 15, cont~ins 
the statem~nt: 

Barely 4 years ago, some future historian 
may recall, the TFX was supposed to cost· 
$2.9 millipn per plane. 

The article further states: 
Equally startling is the soaring price per 

plane. On current omcial estimates, · 1,400 
units at a cost of $11 billion works out to 
more than $7.8 million. 

The cost. jumped from $2.9 million to 
$7.8 million. · · · , · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The .. Sepator is 
correct. The article does state ' that. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The article states 
further: ' 

For what it is worth then, the average 
price for TFX aircraft of all types is likely 
to_ approach $9 m1111on. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The price jumped 
from $2.9 million at the beginning to 
$7.8 million in the middle of the project, 
and it is now up to $9 million at the end. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I state to my dis
tinguished friend that I am not the au
thor of those figures. However, I be
lieve I can say without any reservation 
that, even though they constitute the 
rough judgment of someone, they are 
more accurate than was the rough judg
ment of the Secretary of Defense, who 
said it was going to cost $2.9 million per 
plane. 

In making those estimates, he was 
estimating the cost so that he could give 
the contract to the highest bidder rather 
than to the lowest bidder and was say
ing that the lowest bidder's proposal was 
unrealistic. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I lis
tened to tbe comments of the Senator 
from Arkansas when the investigation 
or hearing was being conducted. He at 
that time made statements doubting the 
correctness of what was being said. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I had good rea
son, I may say, to doubt some of the 
things that were represented to the com
mittee, and subsequent events are now 
establishing the justification for that 
doubt. 

Mr. President, in the Wall Street 
Journal article of August 3-and per
haps in one or two of the other articles
we find some comments that are quite 
interesting. 

The article states: 
The billion dollars that the Defense Secre

tary McNamara claimed he would save by 
procuring essentially the same plane for dif
ferent missions seems to be evaporating. 

The article further states that the Air 
Force as of now anticipates excellent 
periormance from its version, but the 
Navy version has bumped into trouble
some, costly development difficulties. As 
a result, ·the Navy has scaled back its 
plane procurement from 350 to fewer 
than 150 planes. 

As the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations told us a 
while ago, the truth is that the Nayy 
does not want any of them and never 
did. This program is a shotgun wed
ding. ~ 

. The Navy was: unwilling. Its profes
sional judgment was that, for the dif
ferent missions of the two arms of the 
services, one plane would not do because 
their mis.sions were different. They felt 
that what was· needed for one mission 
would not effectively, would not success
fully perform the· mission Of the other. I 
think the Nayy was right. 

The article further states that Chair
man MAHON, of the House Appropriations 
Committee-who is chairman, by the 
way-expres.ses concern that Mr. Mc
Namara~s campaign may tum out to be 
a failure. , 

That is not my quote. I have not heard 
that. the chairman of the House Appro
priations Subcommittee has denied that 
statement since its publication. 

The article further states that he 
projects the cost of research, develop
ment, procuring, and testing of 23 proto
type production planes at $1,500 million, 
or $416 million more than the Air Force. 
has estimated when the contract was 
awatded. Uowever, prior to the time the 
contract was awarded, our committee 
was given an estimate of far less than 
that, an estimate which if the present 
estimate of the distinguished chairman 
of the House Appropriations Committee 
is correct, is more than double what we 
were told it would cqst during the course 
of o.ur he-aring~. 

The article further states: 
Estimated production costs have jumped 

even a bigger percentage. 

These are notr my quotes. The article 
further st'ates: 

The Navy version is 7 tons overweight, 
12,000 feet below combat ceiling require
ments, and 8,000 feet below the performance 
promised by General LeMaY;. ' 

They have already made four of the 
prototypes. They have only one more to 
go, and that is how much it is now short 
according to this article. 

The plane cannot loiter, it cannot meet 
loitering requirements at either station, 
a near station or a distant station, as 
required and as promised. Its single 
engine rate of climb is far below stand
ard-very unsatisfactory, perhaps dan
gerously so. And neither its launch nor 
rest-landing-capabilities meet ordi
nary performance requirements. 

The article indicates that Representa
tive MINSHALL, a Republican of Ohio, a 
member of the House Appropriations 
Committee, said: 

Everyone we talked to in the Navy said 
they don't like this plane and do not want it. 

Representative SIKES, of Florida, a 
member of the House Appropriations 
Committee, according to this article, 
said: 

The Navy is scared to say anything except 
that they hope to overcome the deficiencies. 
I'm afraid we're going to wind up with a 
second-rate plane. · Sooner or later there's 
going to be a full-dress investigation. 

This is another quote from the article: 
If spare engines, ground equipment and 

other extras are included, what had been 
conceived as a $7.1-billion program-

And they were included in that, I mal' 
say. 
for 1,704 aircraft is now unomcially pegged 
at possibly $11 billion for only 1,398 planes. 

The cost goes up; the number of planes 
they want to buy goes down. ~ · 

This would be a cost of nearly $8 mil
lion per· 'plane, as against the original 
cost of $2.9 milJjon, an increase of n~rly 
200 percent. 

I have placed in the RECORD the aen 
Price Associated Press .article which ap
peared in the Washington Post on Au
gust 8, !~66, with the headline -"Penta
gon Confirms Skyrocketing F-111 Cost." 

Weii, I guess they confirmed· to him, 
or he would not have published it. He 
knows. I am taking his word for it. 

The article states: 
In its replies,. the Pentagon said that the · 

unit cost of the F-111A-

That is the one they hoped to buy: 
that is the Air Force version-, . ,..,, 
is expected to be $5 million, while the unit 
cost of the F-111B Navy model is expected to 
be $8 million. 

If I am correct, if I make a proper di
vision and calculation, it will all, on an 
average, approach about $8 million. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELL,AN. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. They approach $8 

million. What was the original esti
mate? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. According to this 
article, $2.9 million. I am using news
paper reports for the purpose of these 
remarks. I would not use them if I knew 
they were wrong, I may say to the Sena
tor. McDonnell Aircraft Co. will shortly 
offer a variable wing Phantom, designed 
specifically for the Navy, that could be
come a competftc;>r of the F-111B. 
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I do not say this unqualifiedly, but I 
am advised that the proposal will be that 
they convert that plane into a swept
wing plane comparable to the F-lllB 
proposal and make it available possibly 
within a year's time or shortly thereafter. 
At the rate this situation is going, the 
Navy plane F-lllB will not be available 
in a year's time. They have not yet made 
a selection. According to present re
ports, they do not even propose to make 
a decision as to whether they will take it 
or not, and they do not want to take it at 
all, until some time next year. . 

Mr. President, I shall read a little of 
this article that appeared in Barron's. 
In order to conserve time, and so that 
the RECORD may reflect what I am talking 
about, I ask that certain parts of the 
article be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, tl)e. excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
POINT OF N 0 RE'XURN-THE TFX PROGRAM HAS 

GONE FROM SCANDAL TO DISASTER 
(This acoount, like the 'earlier three-part 

series which it cites (Barron's, July 12, 
August 16 and 30, 1965), was written by· J. 
Richard Elliott, Jr., of Barron's staff.) 

"Fiscal 1966, which began inauspiciously 
on July 1 ( 1965) , shapes up as a crucial year 
for the powers-that-be at the Pentagon." 
With that bit of understatement for openers, 
this magazine last summer launched a 15-
0QO-word, three-part series of -articles on the 
controversial F-111 fighter-bomb~. Goin.g 
back to its origins as the TFX, and·to Defe:Q.Se 
s~cretary R~bez;i Strange McNamara's con
cept of "saving $1 b1llion" by making a single 
design serve 'the needs of both Air Force and 
Navy, Barron's traced 'the curious history of 
contractor evaluation and the subsequent 
research, development, test and evaluation 
program at General . Dynamics as it . had 
evolved to that point. The _facts all seemed 
to p.oint one way. The program, we con:
clude_d, .had far exceeded its planned budget, 
and expenses bid · fair ·to soar even higher, 
nullifying any hoped-for saving. What's 
more, the cost per plane was running "nearly 
50% more than Mr. McNamara's famed 'cost
effectiveness' experts had forecast," partly be
cause both services were cuttil_lg, down on 
their planneyl procure~ent. Finally-, we 
noted that the Navy model-even as it be· 
came less and 1ess "identical" with the .Air 
Force design in a frant~c effort to make it 
work-had grown so overweight, and fallen 
so far short in a number of vital respects, 
that the admirals were thinking seriously of 
abandoning ship; "Fiscal '1966," we summ~ 
up, "is the year of decision.'' 

Twelve months later it gives ~ scant 
pleasl!re to report that our findings erred, if 
at all, on the side of optimism. Whlle the 
numbers involved are difficult to document 
(Congressmen complain of the Pentagon's 
"deliberate smokescreen"), the program ap
pears to be running up a tab that ultimately 
will total $10 billion-compared with an 
original estimate of $5.8 b1llion, and last 
year's "official" figure of $7.8 billion. What's 
more, since only half as many planes are 
~ow pl~:tnned, the cost per unit has risen even 
more sharply: f!-'om an original $2.9 million 
(and last year's estimated $4.9 m1llion), the 
average price tag will run to well over $8 
million apiece. For its money, the Pentagon 
1s getting what Mr. McNamara calls a "weap
ons system some said could never be made," 
and one that all reports 1ndic11-te never should · 
have been. · 

Out of his hi-service fighter-bomber, the 
Secretary proposes to build not two but four 
different airplanes; added to the Air Force 

and Navy tactical fighters are a reconnais
sance model and the long-range bomber 
version with which the Strategic Air Com
mand will replace its aging B-52s. All three 
of the major aspects of the program-not 
simply the Navy's fast-fading F-lllB, but 
the air arm's allegedly "satisfactory" F-;-lllA 
and FB-111 as well-are flying on a disaster 
course. They weigh too much, and they are 
burdened by aerodynamic drag and other so 
far insoluble drawbacks. Indeed, according 
to confidential reports, they not only fail to 
meet specifications but also will be no match 
for Communist MIGs already flying in com
bat. As we said a year ago, in short, what's 
good for General Dynamics may not be so 
good for the country. 

Barely four years ago, some future his-
. torian may recall, the TFX was supposed to 
cost $2.9 million per plane. The two services, 
between them, were prepared to buy 1,700. 
When the contract finally was awarded, Gen
eral Dynamics proposed to develop and build 
the 1,700 F-1ns for a total price of $5.8 bil
lion-roughly $3.4 m1llion apiece. When the 
fiscal 1966 budget was submitted to Congress, 
the TFX project called for just 1,600 air
craft--at a program cost of $7.8 b11lion, or 
$4.9 million each. Early this year Congress 
was told that each TFX would weigh in 
(and, as wlll be seen, that's precisely the 
word) at roughly $5.9 million. 

Since then two things have happened: 
the number of aircraft scheduled has drop
ped sharply, while the cost per unit has 
soared. On the first cQunt, officially, the 
quantity now in the overall program is down 
to 1,400 (unofficially, it is_ reliably said to be 
less than 1,000, a inet :reduction· of 40% in 
the past 12 monthS). " · 

4s nearly as · one ~cap figure, the 1,~00 
phines-on which Congiess wlll' be asked, 
early next . ye-ar, to consider the defense_ 
budget requests ·for fiscal 1968 (when the 
first of the operational F-111s is due in 
service) -breaks down roughlY. as follows. 
Foreign orders (British, Australian): 74, 
compared to an ·origin-ally planned 134. u.s. 
Navy F-111Bs: 350, against 500 planned a 
year ago and 592· programmed in' "mid-1963. 
U.S. Air Force FB-111s (275), F-111As and 
RF-111s · (700) : or 975, against a total Air 
Force buy of 1,100 a year ago and no fewer 
than 1,460 originally. Cost · of the total pro~ 
gram: an estimated $11 b1111~D:~ . 
· Equally startling is the soaring price per 
plane. On current official estimates, 1,400 
units at $11 billion works ' out to more than 
$7.8 million apiece-a far cry from. the $5.9 
million figure recently given to Congress, to 
say nothing of the original esttmate. That's 
real escalation. Nonetheless, the figure prom
ises to fall short of ·the final oost per unlt. 
From sources too highly placed and numer
ous to discount, Barron's has learned that 
the Navy plans to whittle down its· part of 
the package once more, from 350 planes to 
150, and that the Air Force wm cut back 
from 700 F-111As' to 500. All told, fewer than 
1,000 wlll be bunt . . · 

For what it's worth, then, the average price 
f"'r TFX aircraft of all types is likely to ap
proa.Ch $9 million..;-indeed far more than the 
U.S. has ever paid for a mass-produced com
bat plane. There's one thing more, which 
even the experts can't put a figure on until 
the planes go operational. Estimates of 
maintenance time required for the TFX, and 
guaranteed by General Dynamics in its con
tract (subject to penalties) ,;recently became 
public. In a comparable strike bomber, the 
Navy's A-7, required maintenance time runs 
to 11.5 hours per hour of flight: for the hulk· 
ing C-5A now under development by Lock
heed, it's roughly 19 hours per ftight-hour. 
The TFX? 29.86 maintenance hours for the 
F-111B, 35 maintenance hours for the F
lllA, required a!ter every hour in the air. 
Once it gets off the ground, in short, the 
most expensive plane ever built will have only 

begun its assault o~ Mr. McNamara's budget 
and the taxpayer's pocket. 

So much for cost savings. After all, there's 
a war on. If the plane lived up to its ad
vance notices, few would begrudge the cost. 
However-and this is what lies behind the 
steady erosion in the services' demand
mounting evidence suggests that far more is 
at stake than money. The Navy plane, the 
Air Force's TAC model and particularly its 
SAC bomber are simply not good enough. 

• • • 
MANIFEST UNHAPPINESS 

By the end of the year, the Navy will have 
test-flown both the fourth and fifth models. 
But the service's unhappiness is manifest 
Even Navy Secretary Nitze, a Pentagon vet
eran, admitted to a Congressman: "I think 
the contractor slipped up." Asked if the 
Navy would have rejected the TFX had it 
known how overweight the plane would get, 
Mr. Nitze replied, in House subcommittee 
testimony, "I think that is correct." 

Overweight-which affects a plane's range, 
speed, acceleration, maneuverability, fuel 
consumption and weapons-carrying capac
ity-means still another headache for the 
Navy: carrier capability. The Fleet has 
spent ·nearly $200 mill1on .to strengthen 
decks, catapults and landing cables for planes 
as hefty as the F-111B; the A-7, for one, 
With its on-the-deck speed, is no lightweight, 
either. But the TFX presents another prob-. 
lem for carriers; when it's fully loaded, their 
elevators can't carry it. 
- According to ranking Navy experts, ~;~peak
ing ·off the record, most of the carriers now 
commissioned and under construction will 
not be able to take the plane from the hang
ar deck up to the flight deck at anything 
over 70,000 pounds. The Navy has been ad• 
vised by armchai'r admirals at the Pentagon 
to bring it up empty, then load it with fuel 
and weapons on the flight . deck. To this, 
a grizzled spokesman replies: "Of course 
t.~at:s possible, but. hardly desirable in com
bat. With all the plan's other shortcolnlngs, 
it's too much of a price to pay." 

In Navy terPl5, other shortfalls attributable 
to weight--or to a combination of over
weight and inadequate design-lurk in re
quired lo~tertng time, altitude and landing 
speed. The F-111B wm need a "wind:-over
the-deck" , (WOD speed, il'lto which to land, 
of at least 35 m.p.h. Since ,uost carriers 
can steam as fast as that, they can generate 
such a speed merely by heading into what-. 
ever wind may be blowing. However, such 
restrictions seem beyond tolerable limits. 
"Sure you can do it," a veteran officer says. 
"But in the middle of a battle, it would be 
nice to know you could pick up your .planes 
no matter which way you . happened to be 
headed, and it might well be preferable not 
to forc.e the captain to go somewhere he'd 
rather not." 

RANGE AND ALTITUDE 

The other technical drawbacks look equally 
perilous. A squadron of .. F-111Bs aboard a 
carrier would have as its primary mission the 
protection of its fleet, by standing aerial 
guard, several hundred miles away, for sev
eral hours, to detect and intercept attack
ing planes. The F-1llb, tests have shown, 
cannot reach maximum time-because its 
weight prevents ' it from carrying the neces
sary fuel. As for· altitude limits, in the cas~ 
of a dogfight, the third-model of the plane 
has falled by 12,000 feet to reach ·the mini
mum specified height of 60,000 feet-and, in' 
fact, even higher altitudes are known to be 
required to deal with enemy aircraft on equal 
terms. · · 

W111 the SWIP and SCRAPE models do 
better? "How much higher, farther and 
faster a 75,000-pound plane go than a 78,-
000-pound one?" asks a top Naval aviation 
veteran~ Worst of all, the special air-to-air 
missile ·designed to s;iv~ necessary punch to 
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the F-lUB, Hughes Aircraft's heavy-powered 
Phoenix, may yet have to be jettisoned to 
lighten the load. The smaller Sidewinder 
missile of today's "generation" (none too 
overpowering in Vietnam, as it's turned out) 
would be an unhappy second choice. 

VICTORY FOR AIRPOWER? 

Navy's disenchantment over the TFX is 
a matter of longstanding record. Less gen
erally appreciated is the failure of the F-111 
in its primary role, as a tactical fighter
bomber for the Air Force. A clear-eyed view 
of the TFX as a ground based tactical air
craft came recently from Gen. Wallace M. 
Greene, Jr., Commandant of the Marine 
Corps. Marine procurements originally were 
to have made the F-111 a "tri-service" plane. 
Uncharacteristically, the leathernecks backed 
away from the challenge. Gen. Greene told 
a House subcommittee that his aviatio~ 
aides found the F-111 to be "no improve
ment" over the Marines' present F-4s, par
ticularly in "air-to-ground attack ca.pabllity 
. . . therefore . . . undesirable for Marine 
Corps use.'' 

To be sure, the Marine Commandant was 
aiming specifically a.t the Navy's version. 
However, the Atr Force model suffers from 
similar technical woes. Overweight is a case 
1n point. Weight 1s the single .most vital 
factor in any airplane, especially a military 
fighter. Where the Navy ·plane, after its 
SWIP "diet, now weighs in a.t a relatively 
svelte 75,000 pounds at gross take-off con
figuration, the Air Force model is up to some 
90,000. 

The problem, which traces to much flab
bier production controls on the part of Air 
Force management, also has been a well
guarded secret. It means that the F-lllA 
cannot yet fty 'supersonically "on the deck"
that, at radar-avoiding, tactical-strike alti
tude of 200 feet-and that it has been unable 
to reach required speed of Mach 2.5 at peak 
altitude. Moreover, the highest the plane 
has been able to go, after well over ·1,000 
hours of test-ftights, is some 60,000 feet, 
25%-50% short of requirements. 

As recently as last May, the service put the 
ei~th of its General Dynamics F-lllA mod
els through an exhaustive series of tests, 
under all but total security wraps, at Eglin 
Air Force Base, in Florida. Memoranda cir
culating in the Pentagon since then ha~e 
made clear to the top brass that the plane 
is no match for the Communist MIG-21. ·At 
speeds of Mach 2.2 it has violent compressor 
stalls: the engines suddenly lose power. 
Carrying its full complement of conventional 
weapons, according to one observer, "1t is so 
difficult to maneuver that it took half the 
state to bank into· a complete turn." 'In 
quick maneuvers, borizontally or vertically....:.. 
under condt.tions as near to actual combat 
as the Egli:tl' experts could simulate-the 
plane's inability to acceler.ate fast enough 
left it "vtr.tua.l~y incapable of defending it
self in a dogfight with modern enemy air
cra.f·t.:• 

BASIC DRAWBACK 

. What's more, Air Force, Navy and even 
NASA tests all have ver-ified the plane's basic 
drawback. Simply put, the F-lllA, in aero
dynamic lingo, is 35 "counts" high in drag
or 35% "draggier" than it should be. Weight, 
of course, makes drag harder to overcome 
but a plane a£ any weight is supposed to be 
designed to tr-f!.Vel a.t zero drag. When "dra.g
ginees" is extreme, the re~n usually lies in 
some aspect of the configuration, where an 
outer appurtenance, or some inner one, (in 
the jet c~bers) interferes with air-flow 
and slows the aircraf.t, in effect, by ~using 
either tul'lbulence or friction. . 

According to -authori-ties assigned to the 
TFX, the program has been shQt through 
with drag. A major source of concern to 
Navy engineers, it has been shrugged off by
Air Force experts, 1s the belle! that Improved 
engine :Performance wm overcome the prob-

lem. "All along, they have just refused to 
recognize the facts,'' says one observer. "Yet 
they know that if the drag 'counts' which 
the tests have shown are right, they don't 
have the aircraft they claim." Simply put, 
35% too much drag means a. plane has 35% 
less range on the same fuel than its design 
calls for, and is deficient in both acceleration 
and maneuverability. 

A Navy official adds bitterly: "Out at 
Wright-Patterson they were frankly flabber
gasted when they 'discovered' the drag factor 
meant a 35% loss of range. The Navy would 
have stopped production right there. But 
this is an Air Force program. Meeting pro
duction quotas is more important than going 
for design perfection. They like to think 
such problems will work themselves out." 

SOURCES OF DRAG 

Like an insubordinate rookie, however, the 
difficulty has refused to respond. Investiga
tors for months have probed three areas in 
the design which seem the likeliest source of 
drag. One is internal air ftow. Because of 
errors in the design for airframe mounting of 
the engine installation, the lining of stable 
air called "boundary layer" may be stirred 
up by an erratically directed jet-stream. A 
year ago, sensing some such difficulty 
(though not admitting it publicly), the Air 
Force ordered General Dynamics to install 
so-called splitter plates, to deftect the stream 
from the interior surface. This ma;neuver 
hasn't helped. 

A second possibility, it's said, lies in the 
taU assembly-the part of the overall TFX 
contract assigned to GTumman (but de
signed by General Dynamics). In the twin
jet F-111, two special rear ducts must be 
wide open when the afterburner is on--dur
ing acceleration, takeoffs and the like-but 
must be closed tightly when such added 
thrust is not ftowing. If they are open, air 
can enter (in a forward direction) from the 
outside, acting as a brake. Here, too, count
less hours of testing, redesign and computer 
calculations have proved unable to effect any 
change. 

Third, and least likely, of the possib11lties 
under scrutiny is that drag may be caused 
by air entering the open areas along the lat
eral surfaces of the fuselage-where, in 
order for the swing-wings to pivot, some un
streamlined divot always presents itself to 
the outer airstream. Voluminous wind tun
nel data don't show turbulence here, but 
that proves nothing. However, there's no 
way to plug the gaps, without upsetting the 
delicate functioning of the wing pivots. 

• • • • • 
Last Christmas, the Defense Secretary 

abruptly changed his strategy. Yes, he ad
mitted in effect, some aort of manned bomber 
ought to ·be kept on hand at SAC bases to 
insure "flexible ' response. u But the Mc
Namara plan was a. political and military 
bombshell. He proposed to scrap all 80 B-58s 
and 350 of the oldest B-52s between 1969 
and 1971. Then, added to the 250 remain
ing and highly advanced B-52 G or H models 
(the latter boasting a range of 12,500 miles, 
and both capable of ftying at roughly Mach 
1) would be 21~ince upped to 275-FB
llls. Instead of developing a. full-ftedged 
new bomber, said the Secretary, transforma
tion of the TFX into a new stratofortress 
would save the coup.try yet another half
b1111on dollars.. , 

Mr. McCLELLAN. These articles and 
the information they contain raise ques
tions. Some of these questions-many 
of them-have already been in the 
thoughts and in the minds of the mem
bers of the permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations. But these questions now. 
come to mind ,with ·emphasis by reason 
of the contents of these articles, partic
ularly the two tO which I . have referred, 

one of which I quoted, and excerpts from 
the article have been placed in the 
RECORD. 

These are just a few of the questions 
that arise-not all the questions that 
ought to be answered, not only to me, but 
also to the whole country. This matter 
does not just involve Oongress. We have 
a primary and immediate responsibility. 
But these are questions to which the 
people of this Nation are entitled to have 
answers. 

The first question : Where is the billion 
dollars in savings-or any part of it-
that was to be achieved by the forced 
"commonality" in structure of the two 
planes? ' 

Mr. President, that was where the sav
ings were to come from. We will use the 
same parts, the same design--80 percent, 
they claimed-and thus we will effect a 
billion-dollar saving. 

The second question: Has the Secre
tary's famed cost-effectiveness operation 
come to be synonymous with "spend 
more to get less" instead of "spend less 
and get more," as was claimed for this 
"commonality" program? 

That question ought to be weighed se
riously. Not only are we spending the 
taxpayers' money; we are dealing with 
the security of the United States. 

The third question.: Four years ago, 
when Secretary McNamara four times 
overruled the competent judgment and 
recommendations of our best profes
sional military and civilian experts
approximately 235 of them-and selected 
the second best design and proposal 
which was submitted by General Dy
namics over the design and proposal sub
mitted by the Boeing Co.-which was the 
best, and which documents in my posses
sion clearly indicate, if they do not state 
emphatically, that at the time the deci
sion was made, it was acknowledged by 
the Secretary of Defense that the Boeing 
plane was a superior plane in perform
ance-

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. The Senator should also 

add that the contract proposed by Boe
ing would have resulted in a substan
tially lower cost to the taxpaye;rs. 
· Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes; the Boeing 
Co. not only offered the best plane in 
performance, but also offered to produce 
it at a lower cost.' 

At that time,· it was claimed by the 
Department of Defense , that we would 
need more than 1,700 of these planes . 
That is according to the newspaper ac
cOUnts. Of course, I have information 
from other sources, but let us base the 
information on the newspaper accounts, 
which 1s what the people are reading 
today. . . 
. It was claimed that w~ would need 
more than 1,700 of these planes. Now we 
are ·in a war which apparently may be of 
long duration. How long? Who knows? 
The experts are talking about a long war. 
But since we became engaged in that 
war, we have already lost more than 300 
planes ov~r North Vietnam alone. . I have 
forgotten, for th~ moment. who it was 
that showed me an article in one of to
day's newspapers, stating that during the 
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past year we have lost more than 500 
planes. 

Am I right? Someone showed me that 
article. · " · 

Mr. HARRI-s: · Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? . ·1., ·,. · • 

The PRESIDING~ OFFICER. <Mr. 
MoNTOYA in "the chair). Does the Sen-
ator yield? · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. HARRIS. The Senator from Ne

braska [Mr. HRUSKA] showed the Sena
tor that article and it did show more than 
500 planes lost. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Maybe 580 planes 
lost in the past year, but 300 planes over 
North Vietnam alone. 

In view of that, why is the Depart
ment of Defense scaling down its re
quirements . and buying a much smaller 
number-maybe less than 1,000 of these 
planes-according to these reports? 
Why? It surely cannot be said that our 
arsenal is adequate or that the need is 
now less urgent than it was when the 
program was inaugurated. 

We are now at war. We were not then 
at war. We are now losing planes dally. We were not then. How has the need 
diminished? How has the need dimin
ished from the standpoint of the De
partment of Defense while the needs of 
battle have increased? The needs of 
combat are greater today for this plane, 
if -they are any good, than they were 3 or 
4 years ago when the program was in
augurated. 

Is this reduction in acquisition being 
made because it must be conceded that 
the plane is inferior-that it does not 
and cannot measure up to exaggerated 
claims that were or1ghlally made for it? 
Or is it because 1;000 planes or even a 
lesser number will cost so much more 
than it was ·represented that the original 
tipmber of 1,700 planes would cost? Or 
can it possibly be because of Qoth of these 
factors? -. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. ·President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN: I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. "The original estimate 

was that we needed 1,700 plan~s. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. According to press 

reports-! would keep it that way-1,704. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. And what ha.s it been 

reduced to now? · 
. Mr. McCLELLAN. This is according 
to 'press reports. I shall not say 'it. 
Tfiese articles are either scandalous or 
slanderous, and the country is entitled 
to know. I have some general idea as to 
what the correct answer. is. -

Mr. LAUSCHE. The number has been 
reduced from 1,704? -

·Mr. McCLELLAN. It is below 't,O'OO 
according to some of these reports, and 
the Navy planes from 350 to below 150. 

'I am posing these questions because 
the country needs to know. Somehow, 
the press is able to get these things. I 
assume that -they are accurate. If the 
press can get them and publish them, 
they give concern to the people of this 
Nation and the people are entitled to 
know the truth. : · 
':. Number 4: Just how .much will these 
planes cost· per unit? 

Was the $2.9 million per unit price tag 
estimate placed on it by tne Secretary 

of D·efense so inaccurate and unrealistic 
that the total cost of the plane will prove 
to be more than double that amount
anywhere from $6 million to $9 million 
per unit, as per these newspaper articles? 
Will it? The country is entitled to know, 
Mr. President. This Congress is not only 
entitled to know, but it has a duty to 
examine into this program and see if it 
is chock full of waste and extravagance 
and whether we are getting a superior 
weapon or an inferior weapon. 

How much are the planes, both Air 
Force and Navy models, overweight, and 
why? According to these articles-and 
let me say for a moment, Mr. President, 
from unofficial sources-both of these 
planes are much overweight. The Air 
Force can use its plane but the Navy, 
because of the necessity of adapting it 
to the only place where Navy planes 
can land to be of use in combat, makes 
overweight prohil;>itive if the plane is to 
be able to land safely, , takeoff safely, 
and to perform its mission. 

Can this overweight be corrected with
out an intolerable sacrifice of perform
ance and effectiveness? These are ques
tions to which we •are entitled to have 
answers. 

To what extent is each model now 
deficient in speed, rate of climb, range, 
altitude, takeoff and landing safety, and 
combat maneuverability? 

What is the true drag factor in each 
plane and the detrimental -effect thereof? 
According to one of these articles the 
drag factor, even in the Air Force planes, 
is 35 percent. ~ I am not" a technician, 
but 35 percent I assume, would mean 
that that would .permit the plane to fly 
only about two-thirds as fast and as far 
if the drag factor were not present. We 
need to know about this. 

How much is really being sacrificed in 
performance and weaponry effectiveness 
in order to meet the questionable require
ments of commonality? I use the word 
"questionable" modestly, because that is 
the most modest adjective that one could 
use to describe this commonality require
ment. 

How can we possibly justify the sacri
ficing of weaponry and combat effectLve
ness simply to achieve the dubious goal 
of commonality? 

We .are getting a weapon, Mr. Presi
dent. What shall we have gained if we 
achieve commonality and then have no. 
effect~ve weapon? What Rind of folly 
would lt be? · ··· 

w ·e are pursuing it t;lOW, and trying to 
get research and development, according 
to these article~. The . Secretary of the 
Navy said, "we must make it work." 

<At this point, Mr. JORDAN of Idaho 
assumed the chair.) 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Why? Why? If a 
weapon will not work, why must we try 
to make it work, if there is a~other alter
native? Why do we make such a state
ment? The answer is not that there is 
no other weapon available, or that a bet
ter one may not be obtained and prob
ably in less time and at less cost. I am 
no expert. I am talking on the basis of 
what the press reports. 

Let me ask this question: Are we to 
end up in this program with not only 
fewer planes than were needed before 

the Vietnam war began, but also with 
planes which are incapable of achieving 
the performance requirements set by the 
Department of Defense? 

Mr. President, it is time for Congress 
to begin to exercise some judgment and 
m~ke certain that it is not making an 
appropriation in the bill which can be 
transferred from the purpose for which 
it is earmarked to the procurement of a 
plane the design of which and. the. test
ing . of which, after four models, has 
proved to be completely unsatisfactory, 
and when only one other model has been 
contracted for. · ' 

If the press reports are correct, I dare 
say that the tremendous deficiencies 
embodied in the fourth model cannot 
possibly be corrected by a fifth. It will 
take more than one effort, in my judg
ment. 

Thus, I ask one more question: Is the 
vaunted "rough judgment"-and I use 
those words because the Secretary of 
Defense said, when he overruled the 
military and civilian experts who had 
been assigned the task of evalu~ting and 
recommending as between the contest
ing designs submitted by the contractors 
who sought to build the plane, that the 
Comptroller General could get the fig
ures upon which he based his judgment 
when he said that the cost figures of the 
lowest bidder-the Boeing Co.-were not 
realistic, and when he gave his 'own esti
mate and we sent the Comptroller Gen
eral there to get the figures to ascertain 
how they were arrived 'at and to evaluate 
them. The answer was: 

I do not have the figures, just rough 
Judgment. 

Thus, the "rough judgment." 
Is · the vaunted "rough judgment" 

computer claim of a billion dollar sav
ings proving to be, instead, just a reck
less $5 t.illion blunder? 

Every Senator should be interested in 
the answers to these questions. 

The committee has asked the assist
ance of the Comptroller General. Yes
terday, I wrote him, setting forth the 
information which the coinmittee would 
Uke to have with respect to the cost of 
the plane, whether the research and de
velopment contract had been complied 
with, and whether a contract has now 
been made for the procurement· of the 
planes, and would he get us that infor
mation. 

Let me say to you, Mr. President, that 
this is a stupendous task when we go to 
the biggest and most costly Air Force 
weapons system this Government has 
ever undertaken and try , to analyze it 
with the multiple thousands ·of docu
ments and details which have to be 
looked into with the normal staff-and 
we have a very good staff-on the Senate 
Permanent Investigating Subcommittee, 
they find it so burdensome and so diffi
c-ult that it needs assistance. We called 
upon an arm of Congress to give us that 
assistance. I sent that letter yesterday 
by messenger and, at the same time, I 
sent a copy to the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have this letter printed in the 
RECORD, . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MoN
DALE in the chair) : Is. there objection? 
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There being no .. objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
a8 follows: 

AuGUST 15, 1966.' 
THE COMPI'ROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED 

STATES. 
MY DEII,R, M;R. CoMPTROLLER GENERAL: In 

VieW Of CU~reilt developmeJitS in connection 
with the Department of Defense F-111 air
craft program and the record of previous 
hearings by this Subcol:nmittee, 'a further 
examination into the status and accom
plishments of this program is particularly 
appropriate at this tiine. lt now appears 
that ( 1) the res~arch and development con
tract is nearing completion, ( 2) we under
stand the production contract has been 
negotiated, and (3) development of a bomber 
version of the F~111is being undertaken. 

. . In order that the Subcommittee· may . be 
fully informed about this program, we would 
like the assistance of the General Account
ing omce in ascertaining and securing for 
the SUbcommittee full and accurate infor
mation of ihe following matters: 

1. C~r,rent an~ estimated' total costs of the 
development and production contracts, time
liness ~d' adequacy of the negotiations of 
the prime contra~ts, selected major subcon
tracts and contract changes. · 'Also, propriety 
and consistency with contract terms of· ( 1 )· 
profits paid• or accrued., and (2) paymentS 
made and p~nalties . i~po!jed under the con
tract perf<?r:Dlance incentive proviso,ns. Cur
rent indicated costs for the research and de
velopment and production contracts should 
be c~mpared ~with the original estimates 
when the program was approved and the.rea
sons for any major 'changes in cost should 
be determined. With respect to contracts 
costs, the 'prtme contractor's accounting con
trols and procedur~ '~hould be examined for 
adequacy to assur~ that,_ ~ach contract bears 
only the cost of work included in that con-
tract. ' · · · · · 

2. Contract arrangements and work entailed 
for the development of the FB-111 ai:l;craft 
(bomber version) including .estimated .. 9-e
velopment and production costs anq a · com
parison of: the estimat.ed production coSts

1 
of 

the FB-111 with the' .Production costs of the 
F-111. • 

3. Status of .engine ·procurements for the 
F-111 production prograxn including the con
tracts ;for th~ a~:vanGed P-12 model of the 
TF-30 engine, or other engines whic:P, may 
be contemplated :tor use in the program.· 

4. The extent to 'which· the prime con
tractor has met performance specifications 
for the Navy F-:111B aircraft. Determine the 
production schedule for the 24 Navy air
craft included in the · production contract 
and the ·model of the TF-30 engine to be 
used, .or otber engines which may be con
templated for use in the program. 

5. The number of Governmeqt personnel 
· assigned at the F-111 project office and other 
loeations involved in managing the program, 
special committees established, together with 
total yearly administrative costs to date to 
the Department of Defense since inception of 
the F-111 program. 

6. Cost effectiveness studies that have been 
made by the Department of Defense com
paring--the F-111 aircraft. with existing Navy 
and Air Force airplanes and, if available, 
similar studies comparing the FB-111 air
craft with the B-52. 

7. Contract cost summary, cost estimates 
to complete, extent of program delays en
countered, and the probable · causes therefor, 
tn developing the Phoenix missile system for 
use on ~he Navy aircrilft. 

8_. Nature, type, and frequency of Gov
ernment .reporting requirements placed upon 
the prime cont;ractor, including the con

.. tractor's costs in meeting these requirements. 
9. Terms of contract and the unit selling 

price of the 50 F-111 aircraft sold to the 
Royal Air Force of the United Kingdom and 

' . 
;. 

cempare this price with the actual cost, in
cluding .research and development cost, to 
produce the 9t-ircraft. Al~o, the provisions 
that have been made to assure that the sell
ing price will not be below cost. The same 
information should be obtained with respect 
to any sales of F-111 aircraft to the Aus
tralian or other governments. 

.10. Whether. additional requirements have 
been placed · on Grumman Aircraft Engi
neering Corporation "over its original rqle to 
assemble and test only the Navy aircraft. 

11. The extent to 'which the orJginal con
cept of the ejection pod u~der. contract to 
McDonnell Aircraft Corporation has ' been 
changed or revised. 

12. Any and an other information perti
nent to the inquiry being pursued by the 
su.bcommittee and which will be o:t assist
ance to. it ill. resolving and repor~ing to the 
Congress on the issues involved. 

As you know, the hearings of the, Sub ... 
committee on the F-111 program were never 
cldsed but only suspended pending further 
developments. Tpe Subcommittee has had 
a continuing interest and responsibility ' in 
this program and desires the information re
quested as soon as possible. Should any 
dUfipulty be experieJlced in developing or 
obtaining this .information from the Depart
ment of De:(ense or its contractors, we would 
appreciate yourt reporting this promptly to 
the Suocommittee. · ' · 

';('l?.e staff of the Sub,co~mittee win, of 
course, continue its inquiry ·but it is always 
available to assist ·you an~ to furnish any 
information in the fileS' of the Subcommittee 
which would be '.helpful to you in carrying 
out .this reque_st. 

,A copy Qf this letter Js being · sent today 
to the Secretary of Defense with a request 
for his ,pers,o.nal coopefatlon, and t~e co; 
operatio,n of the Department of Defense and 
the m'nitary departm~ntsin making avallable 
all records and supplying P.l!. facts and, in
formation in their possession covered by this 
request. " 
J • Sincerely yours, 

· JOHN L. McCLEL_LAN, 
· · r. , Chairmg.n . . 

Mr. McGLELLAN: Mr. President, X 
also wrote to the ~ecretary of Defense 
soliciting his cooperation. I will· riot 
read all of -that letter, j list the last 3 
paragraphs. I ask unanimous consent 
to have th'e letter printed in th·e RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as fol!ows: 

SENATE PERMANENT SUBC,RMMITTEE 
ON INVESTIGATIONS OF THE COM• 
MITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERA-
TIONS, 

• August 15, 1966. 
THE HONORABLE THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY': As you know, the 
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investi
gations has maintained a continuing interest 
in the TFX aircraft program since hearings 
were suspended in 1963 pending further prog
ress on the Research Development, Test
ing, .and Evaluation program and the con
tract negotiations and consummation. 

We understand that during this interim 
extensive RDT&E has been carried out at 
a cost far exceeding the amount _originally 
contemplated and as represented to the Sub
committee. Although yet unannounced, we 
are advised that a production contract has 
been negotiated, and possibly already en
tered into •. calling for a much smaller num
ber of planes than originally planned for and 
at a far greater unit cost and at a much 
higher 'total expenditure than .was originally 
anticipated and represetited to· the Subcom-
mittee. · 

Current reports that ' the plane developed 
by the contractor which has been accepted 

by the Govetnment, is serio'usly deficient in 
meeting the design specifications and pro
posed perforll}.ance capapilities are, of course, 
a matter of deep concern to the Subcommit .. 
tee, and it will qesire all facts and full in
formation relating tliereto. • 

The Subcommittee. is also see1dng accurate 
information respecting expenditures that 
have been made in relation to this weaponS 
system, the extent of the financial obligation 
the Government has incurred-the · total 
cost involved-the price per ·unit the Gov
ernment has contracted-.or is agreeing to.pay 
for . th,e,se planes, 1:\-nd ~ow such ~ amounts 

. compare with the representations .made and 
testimony pre~iously submitted to the Sub-
committee. ,. · 

To aid the Subconlln.ittee in securing this 
information and .to provi'Cie it with ·a correct 
cost ana,lysiti l of' t:Q.e . entire project, we .l}.ave 
sought the a~ista_nce of the General A~i 
counting omce. The attached copy of letter 
of this date to the Honorable Elmer B: 
Staats, Comptroller General of the United 
States, is se)'f-explanatory. , 

. In order that the Comptroller Gen~ral and 
the General · Accounting omce may expedi
tiously' perform th!s service for the. Subcom
mittee and the United States Senate.- we 
respectfully reque~t your ~persoi\al and. of
ficial . cooper,ation. We also as~ tha~ , you 
direc

1
t the Secre.~aries of. ~he Air F,orc~ ~d 

of .tpe Navy and lj-11 appropriat~ omGi~1s and 
personnel under you'\' jurisdiction to make 
available to the Comptroller General and 
representatives of ' the General Accounting 
omce·an records, documents, :· materials, and 
other pettine:g.t information which ., the 
Compfroller G!=!neral deems necessary and 
which is required by him to carry out this 
mission. · 

Please advise. . 
,. 

1 .st'ncerely yom•s, 
' · · ' JoHN L. McCiLEI.;LAN, · 

1 " - •• • 1 chair-man._ 

Mr. ' McCLELLAN. Mr. Preside~t, 
tllese paragr~:p]ls read:, ·t 

To aid the subcommittee in securing tbiS 
information .,an~ 1t0 'provide it with a correct 
cqs,t ~nalysis of t}:le enpire project, we. hav·~ 
asked the assistance of the General Acco.unt
ing omce. ' The atiaehed copy of 'tetter of 
this date to the Honorable Elmer :B. Staats, 
Comptroller General of the United States, is 
self -explanatory. 

In order that the Co:rp.ptroller Gen«:ral and 
the General Accountil}g Omce may expedi
tiously perform this service for the Subcom
mittee and the .United States Senate, we re
spectfully tequeat ypur personal and omclal 
cooperation, We also ask that you direct the 
Secretaries of the Air Force and of the Navy 
and all appropriate omcials and personnel 
under your jurisdiction to make available to 
the Comptroller General and representatives 
of the General Accounting Office, all records, 
documents, materials, and ., otller . pertinent 
information which the Comptroller General 
deems necessary and which is required by 
him to carry out this mission. 

Please advise. 

I hope, Mr. President, that that ·co
operation will be forthcoming. We seek 
nothing except to get at the truth. Con
gress and the people of this country are 
entitled to know the truth. 
- If the press is reporting the t.ruth, 

then it indicates th~t action definitely 
is needed by Congress. 

Today, tomorrow, or whenever I can, 
at an appropriate time, I shall offer an 
amendment to the bill, to make certain 
that none of the funds is transferred 
from the purposes for which they are 
earmarked to procure the Navy version 
of this plane. 
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Until there is a satisfactory -version, 

and until Congress can have time to look 
into it further, I shall oppose funds being 
expended for that purpose. , 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. P._.esident, will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am now very 
happy to yield to the Senator from 
Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President-
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield to me at this point? 
Mr. JACKSON. Yes. 

· Mr. McCLELLAN. I have just been 
handed a letter from the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, delfvered to me just 
now, signed by Jack L. Stemple'r, As
sistant to the Secretary, Legislative Af
fairs, acknowledging receipt of the let
ter that I sent yesterday and advising 
that the Secretary of Defense has asked 
that it be acknowledged and stating that 
appropriate officials within the Depart
ment are examining the matter and will 
advise me further as soon as possible. 

I think the letter should be made part 
of the RECORD, and I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the R!!:CORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
.oRn, as follows: 

OFFICE OF 'f~E SECRETARY or DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., August 16: 1966. 

Hon .. JoHN L. McCLELLAN, . 
Chairman, Senate Permanent Subcommittee 

on Investigations, Committee on Govern-
1 ment Operations~ U.S. Senate, Washing-

ton, D.C. · 
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: The Secretary of De

fense has asked me to acknowledge your let
ter of August 15 in which you advised that 
you have requested the assistance of the 
General Accounting Omce with respect to de
veloping certain data regarding the F-111 
aircraft program. 

Appropriate omcials within the Depart
ment are examining the matter and we will 
advise you further as soon as possible. 

.·l 

Sincerely, 
. JACK L. STEMPLER, 

Assistant to the Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
questions raised on the fioor today and 
the news articles which have appeared in 
·the press, referred to by the able and dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas, are 
of such importance that they should be 
responded to by the Department of De
f.ense without delay, and certainly in de
tail. 
· The country is certainly entitled to 
have this information so that the ques
tions which have been raised can be 
properly answered. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. President, I yield the fioor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

[From Aviation Week & Space Technology, 
July 11, 1966] 

VARIABLE-GEOMETRY F-4 PROPOSED TO 
NAVY - DEFENSE DEPARTMENT READIES 
$1.85-BILLION F-111 CONTRACT BUT NEW 
McDONNELL CONCEPT VIES FOR B-VERSION 
FUNDS 

(By George C. Wilson) 
WASHINGTON.-McDonnell is offering the 

Navy a variable-sweep wing version of its 
F-4 fighter, an aircraft that could become a 
substitute for the overweight General Dy-

namics F-111B even though the Defense 
Dept. is prepared to sign a $1.85-blllion con
tract for slightly less than 500 F-111As and 
Bs. 

McDonnell already has talked to ·Navy 
leaders about. its new F-4 .and is expected to 
submit a formal, unsolicited proposal soon. 
The improved F-4 would be powered by two 
17,900-lb.-thrust General Electric J79-GE-
10/17 engines, carry an advanced version of 
the Raytheon Sparrow 3 air-to-air missile 
instead of the Hughes Phoenix slated for the 
F-111B, and incorporate airframe changes to 
accommodate the new wing. 

Although purposely not portrayed by its 
backers as an F-lllB substitute to avoid ' be
coming embroiled in the F-111 political con
troversy still smoldering, the new F-4 is . be
ing oifered in quantity under a fixed-price 
contract. One preliminary proposal is for 
300 variable-sweep wing F-4s to be built 
within two years. The advanced F-4 is be
ing oifered at the time the Navy 1s experi
encing development problems with the F-
111B. Consequently, ~entagcm budget chiefs 
will have to make a choice this winter be
tween the proposed F-4 and the F-lllB -In 
allocating Fiscal 1968 aircraft money. 

DOD CONTRACT 
The Defense Dept. $1.85-billion contract 

with Genera~ Dynamics, on the verge of be
ing signed as of late la.st week, calls for. a 
production buy of about 475 Air ·Force 
F-111As· and 25 Navy F-lllBs. This resultS 
in a unit cost-not includin~ the pri,ce of 
the Pratt & Whitney TF30 engines-of about 
$3.8 ' million. Great Britain and Australia 
plan to buy 50 and 24 F-111As, respectivelf. 
for a total production buy of 574 F;-111 air; 
craft. In addition, the Air Force plans to 
buy about 250 FB-111 bomber versions of the 
aircraft-b~ically the Air Force fuseiage 
and the Navy wing_. 

Senate and House military committees 
have told the Navy not to commit ~tself to 
buying , the F-lllB in quantity until 1t is 
satisfied that the aircraft wm perform its 
fleet defense mission adequately. This. pres
sure, plus Navy promises to withhqlq judg
ment -qntll after finis;tling preliminary flight 
evaluations of the fourth and fifth F-111B 
prototypes 'this winter ·and early spring, 
makes the ·production contract far from fi:g.al. 
The Defense Dept. , still could cancel it 'if 
flight evaluations dictate this course. ., 

The variable-sweep wing F-4 is seen not 
only as a competitor to the F-111B, but to 
the Navy's VFAX and Air Force FX advanced 
tactical fighter concepts as well. McDonnell 
declined to comment on its new F-4 proposal. 
But reliable sources said the concept, an out
gr<;>wth of advanced fighter studies funded 
by both the company and the Navy, 1s ~t
tracting widespread Defense Dept. interest. 

Backers of the variable-sweep ·wing version 
of the F-4 say it promises to . narrow the 
performance diiference between itself and the 
F-lUB and oifer the Navy a fleet defense air
craft of lighter weight and less cost. Just 
what the F-lUB w111 cost ultimately is un
known. When pressed on this point earlier 
this year by the House Armed Services Com
mittee, the Defense Dept. said the F-lllA on 
a production order of 1,398 aircraft would 
have a unit flyaway cost of $4.6 million. But 
now that the eventual buy is expected to be 
closer to 800 aircraft and many engineering 
changes have been, made, the cost "of both 
the F-lllA and F-lllB almost certainly will 
be more than that estimate. 

Latest versions of the F-4-which do not 
have a variable-sweep wing--compare favor
ably with the F-lllB performance to date in 
many categories. 

The F-lllB is designed to fly at altitude at 
Mach 2.5, compared with Mach 2.25 for the 
F-4. The F-lllB and F-4 can fiy at about 
Mach 1.2 on the deck, although the F-lllB 
can fly at this dash speed for a significantly 
longer period o~ time. With wings that could 

be sw.ept, the F-4 most likely could improve 
its dash capabiHties. 

PROTOTYPES DELIVERED 
To date, General. Dynamics has delivered 

three F-lllB prototypes to the Navy under 
the development contract funding 18 Air 
Force and five Navy aircraft. The fourth and 
fifth F-lUBs are the supe.r.weight-improve
ment program (SWIP) versions, the com
pany's eifort to reduce the weight of the air
craft. Genera~ Dy:qamics has contended 
that the future of the F-lllB program 
should be determined on these SWIP versions 
rather than on the three earlier prototypes. 
These last two models ar8J expected to be de
livered between now and September. 

Flight testing of the F-lllB so far has 
shown problems of drag, weight, engine-inlet 
matching ana uneven afterburner operation. 
Navy hopes the advanced version of the 
TF30-P-3 engine, the TF30-P-12, will help 
overcome the drag by providing more thrust. 
The TF30-P-12 currently is under develop
ment and is expected to be ready within two 
years. · · 

The excessive weight of the F-lllB con
tributes to the drag and ·performance short
comings. The original F-lllB ·wqrk state
ment called for an 'empty weight of 38,800 lb. 
The first three F-lUBs have weighed ··be
tween 46,000 and. 47,000 lb. empty. General 
Dynamics predicts the SWIP versions will 
weigh 3,000 lb. less, or about 43,000 lb. 
· Compounding the weight prt>blem of the 

F-lllB is the long loiter-time requirement. 
The Navy wanted the F411B to fly combat 
air patrol around the perimeter of the fleet 
for about 4 hr. to guard against any enemy 
aircraft. To achieve that long loiter time, 
the Navy expected the F-lllB would carry 
about 16,000 lb. of lfuel. The fuel and 
armament were 'expected to give the F-111B 
a takeoff weight for its fleet-defense mission 
of about 63,500 lb. But because of the extra 
drag, Navy now anticipates it will hate to 
carry a heavier load of fuel to perform the 
loiter mission. 

The anticipated takeoff weight of the 
F-lllB is now about 78,000 lb., or seven tons 
over specifications. General Dyna~cs is op
timistic that its flight-tested high-lift 
devices will overcome much of the aircraft's 
excessive weight problem. ' 

J'--4 WEIGHT 
How much the variable sweep F-4 would 

weigh remains to be seen. 
The Navy F-4B, now operational has an 

estimated empty weight of 28,000 lb. and 
gross weight of about 56,000 lb. 

The Defense Dept. has compared the F-4 
and F-lllB several times in the past, but a 
variable-sweep' wing version of the F-4 
throws a new light on these studies. Navy 
Secretary Paul H. Nitze told congressional 
mll1tary committees earlier this year that his 
service's decision on F-lllB production would 
be made in December. But that decision is 
expected to be witbh~ld until the fiight per
formance data on the SWIP F-lllBs are 
analyzed. The Phoenix development program 
has been funded at a lower level than orig
inally planned, thus sUpping the whole F
lllB Phoenix program by about a year. 

Navy, under the present plans, will get the 
F-lllB in quantity in ·1968, assuming pro
duction approval is given. Originally, the 
Defense Dept. planned to buy 1,350 F-ll~As 
for the Air Force! 350 for the Navy. 

. AIRCRAFT MIX 
If the F-4. variable-sweep wing fighter does 

get Defense Dept. approval, there still could 
be a mix of that aircraft and the F-lUB. 
A great deal depends on the combat ceiling 
achieved by both aircraft. 

Navy strategists want a fighter that can go 
high enough to intercept the latest bombers. 

The F-lllB aircraft was supposed to :Pave 
a combat ce111ng of 60,000 ft. So far, the 
test aircraft have reached about 48,000 ft. 
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Whether this· altitude is considered ade
quate, given the extra coverage provided by 
the Phoenix, wm depend heavily on the De
fense Dept. assessment of the future altitude 
capab111ties of Soviet bombers. · 
' " ' ~-· -

[From the W_all Street Journal, Aug, 3, 1966] 
TOUTED TFx Too·FAT To FLY FOR NAVY Now-

SAVINGS FADE AWAY-COSTS SOAR BUT ECON
. OMY PLANE WoN'T--NAVY REDUCES OlmDS 

AS MAKER REDUCES AIRCRAFT 
(By Jerry, Lauda.uer) 

WASHINGTON.-The billion dollars that De
fense Secretary McNamara claimed he would 
save by procuring essentially the same tlght
ing plane for ditferent missions .aeems to 
be evapor81ting---e.nd fast enoug;h to provoke 
a replay of the .1963 ' Congressional TFX 
investigation that . kept . the Pentagon in a 
tizzy for months. .. ' . r 

The Secretary's bid to mate a low-:flying 
Air Force :flghter-oomber with a high"':flying 
Navy interceptor: has turned up mixed r.esults 
in test :flights so far. The Air Force anti~i
pates excellent performance from its version 
of the variable--wing Flll, as the TFX 1s now 
called. -But the Navy version, the FltlB, 
has bumped into troublesome, costly devel
opment di11lcUlties. Partly as a result, the 
Navy quietly has : sealed.' back planned pro
curement from 350 to fewer than 150 planes. 

Considering the di11lculties, General Dy
namics Corp., 'pl1me contractor for wha.t w1ll 
be the costliest weapon in the U .8. arsenal, 
claii:ns-·.tt has fashioned a technical wonder. 
But Chairman.· MAltON .(D., Tex.), o~ ·the 
House defense appropriations rsubcommittee 
1s among the knowledgeable c1 vtlians who 
express 'Concern that Mr. McNamara's gaml;lle 
"may turn out to be a fa.ilure." Mr. MAHON 
projects outlays for research, development, 
procurement and testlng·.of 23 prototype pro-: 
duction planes at $1.5 billion, or $416 mmion 
more than the Air Force had estimated when 
Mr. McNamara awarded ·the contract in late 
1962. Estiinated production costs have 
jumped by a. bigger percentage. · .... 

·sEVEN TONS OVERWEIGHT· 
. Among ~tl;ler .de:flctehcies ~:l;l test :flights, t~~ 
third model in a planned :flve~:tnodel develop
Jilent series for the Navy has r~ched a com
bat ce111ng of only 4:8,000 feet, ~2,,000 feet 
below requirements set down in Navy speci:fl
catlons and 8,000 feet below the performance 
promised by General. Dynamics. Fully loaded 
with fuel, the Navy model weighed in at. a 
hardly svelte 78,000 pounds-14,000 . pounds 
overweight. . ; 

In preparatiOn 'for :flight tests of the fo\lllth 
and fifth -development models this summer 
and fall, General Dynamics ha.s wrung 3,900 
pounds from the Flll's a.Jr:fram~. bringing 
empty weight to within 5,000 pounds of the 
specification for· safe landing on carrier decks. 
To compensate -ror e~cess weight that can't 
be eliminated, the compa._n.y counts on_ new 
devices Intended to reduce landing speed, 
and on higher-tlll'ust engines from~ Pratt & 
Whitney division of: United . Airora.ft Corp. 
Aircraft designers say _higher thrust .tends to 
improve all of a plane's performance char
acteristics. · · 

But some Navy e11lcers believe the_ over
·weight plane won't be:able to carry su11lcient 
fuel for its primary mission: To "loiter"· ~:~ev
·eral hundred miles from the ·:fleet and knock 
down . attack.ing · planes. Ea.rly {·test models 
couldn't reach the farthest-out loiter· dis
tance of 750 miles, much less stand guard 
for the specified hour and a half. 

Another test is, the FlUB's abllity to get 
l;tStC'k aboard Its carri~r. from an' uneventful 
mission with its six Phoenix b.ir-to-atr mis
siles unfired. Air Fqrce o11lcers have suggest
ed to the Navy, only half in jest, that dur.p.p
ing unfired ' missiles (which cost $125,000 
each-J would lighten landing loads: · 

For the record, admirals st111 talk cautious 
•optimisms. "I· don't -believe any of us ar~ 

I ' . . I 

wllling to give up until this December," says 
Adm. David L. McDonald, chief of naval QP
eratipns. 

CRITICS' REPORTS 
But critics on Chairman MAHON's money

voting panel say the Navy's private view is 
ditferent. "Everyone we talked to in the 
Navy said they don't like this airplane and 
do not want it," says Republican Rep. MIN
SHALL of Ohio. Democratic Rep. SIKES of 
Florida. adds: "The Navy is scared to say 
anything except that they hope to overcome 
the deficiencies. 1 I'm afraid we're going to 
wind up with a. second-rate plane. Sooner 
or later there's going to be a full-dress in
vestigation." 

On the other side of the capitol, Chairman 
MCCLELLAN (D., Ark.) Of the Senate investi
gations subcommittee has passed word. that 
he wm. resume th.e 1963. hearings once the 
Navy makes up its mind, sometiine between 
mid-December and late February, whether it 
wants the plane. (Sen. McCLELLAN had 
planned to reopen the investigation early 
this year, but decided to avold controversy 
until he had, been renominated in last 
month's Arkansas-primary.) 

But even as Navy's planners ponder what 
to do if the FlllB :flops, Secretary McNamara 
i~ preparing to cqnfo'Und Congressional 
critics once more. He will claiin the Pen
tagon can save · $1.5 bill1on, not just $1 bll
Uoli, because. of the plane's "commonallty'" 
(construction of similar aircraft ,f.or ditferent 
purposes)' . · · 

The Se<?retary contends that by spending 
$85 m1llion extra. for . development and test· 
ing he can make , tlie. Flll fighter serve as a 
~tr~teg~c , bo:t;tber (FBlll) to replace obso
lescent. B52s,, which have been among the 
mainstays of the nation's nuclear striking 
force. Aides have prepared estiinates lihow
ing that a replacement bomber "comparable 
lJ.l concept" to. the ~111 would cost at least 
$1.5 billion to develop, starting from seratch. 
So Mr. McNamara ca.,_n argue .that 1f he hadn't 
speJ:lt $1.5 b1llion on the Flll he would hav~ 
~Q spend an equal sum developing a separate 
replacement for the B52s . 
. :,.Basiq~ily ~he propo~:~ed FB111 would com· 
'!l~e the Air Force fighter's fuselage with the 
Navy interceptor's wing tips. There would be 
stronger landing gear, too. On a non-nuclear 
mission, bombs would hang from the wings 
rather than in the usual bomb bays. . 

As now conceived, the bomber wouldn't 
pack the ·payload . of 'the new~r-moc:lel B52s, 
series G ahd H, 'nor would it :fly as far. But 
Air Force Secretary Harold Brown says: 
';You might - try stretching it ' furth~r.~· If, 
as seems llkely, Mr. McNamara. decides to 
stretch the FB'ill's range and bomb capacity, 
he · would be able· to claim savings of the 
extra blllions the Air Force wants to 'spend 
on a more advanced bomber, combining B52 
range· and payload \vith FBlll speed imd 
maneuve;a.b111ty. -< · 

RlSINq C,OSTS 
Finding a spot , in the strategic bomber 

fieet for the Flll might help otfset Mr. Mc
Namara's embarrassment as he watches costs 
for the Air .Force fighter and the Navy inter-
ceptor versions mqunt. , -

When he awarded the .co.ntract, the Secre:. 
tary cautioned that Air Force cost estimates, 
whi,qh were based on General Dynamics' cost 
data, couldn':t be considered reliable. But 
·}le based the contract award on General 
Dyn~J;ll.ics' "demonstrably credible under
'stand.ing of costs." He also cited lack of 
"cost reallsm" by the rtva.l Boeing Co. as a 
major rea.spn for overturning the military 
leaders' nearly ,1,1na~lmous choice of Boeing. 

The development contract requires Gen
eral Dynamics to absorb extra CO!'!ts above a 
stlj.ted t~rget :fl~re and to accept penalties 
for ,poor performance. "I'm sure the Navy 
wm hold the contractor to the ful,l penalty 
of t~e, excess 'Y.~ight," says Rear_ Adm. W. E. 
sweeney, , the project manager. , 

Nonetheless, General . ~namics stlll ex
pee~ to turn a. profit on the development 
wprk. Much of the extra cof!t, ,the company 
says, has been caused by Pentagon-directed 
design changes and by unforeseen technical 
problems encountered by subcontractors for 
whose performance General Dynamics isn't 
responsible. Hughes Aircraft Co., for ex
ample, will spend. about $50 million extra to 
develop the Navy plane's intricate air missile 
control system. 

SEEKING A PRICE BOOST 
Probable 1prod.uction costs also have 

cliinbed sharply. In · negotiating for the 
first production contract, General Dynamics 
seeks $4.6 milUon per plane, up $1.8 m1111on 
from early estimate&. In part, the 1>er-unit 
price rise is due to shrinkage ln planned 
procurement, particularly for the Navy. If 
spare engines, ground ·equipment and other 
extras are lncludeci, what had been conceived 
as a $'7.1 b1llion program for 1,704 aircraft is 
now unomcially'pegged at possibly $11 'b1111on 
for 1,398 planes,. including 74 Flll's for 
Britain and Australia, and 275 bomber ver
sions for the U.s. 

Boeing's lower cost estimate and better 
promised performance on paper sparked the 
year-long McClellan investigation of the con
tract award. But what angered the ad
mirals more was Mr. McNamara's directive 
to ' trade otY some desired perfor:mance fea
tures if necessary to reach agreement with 
the Air Force on a ~mmon aircraft design. 
By prodding the services to give up "gold· 
plating"-a marginal bit ot extra perform
ance purchased at great cost--the Secretary 
claiined he could save $1 b1llion. To the 
admirals Mr. McNamara's '· approach was 
heresy, for it meant giving up the best plane 
money could buy. " ' · 

lq"eitner Adm. McDonald nor his subordi
nates are ·disp'Osed t6 ·criticize General Dy
namics. On ~he· contrary, they praise the 
contractor's ingenuity. Speaking softly to 
avoid aroustJig 'Mr. McNamara, the admirals 
lay the blame instead. on his "shotgun mar
riage" ' of incompatible Air Force and Navy 
p~rtners. To ~eet Air Force requirements, 
they say, 'designers necessarily deemphasized 
some features the Navy sought, chiefly low 
weight and swift rate of descent for carrier 
landings. · 

"Now that he admits this beast is a· stra
tegic bomber, how does he (Mr. McNamara) 
expect us to :fly it 'otY carriers?" one Navy 
man wonders. 

If indeed the Secretary has asked too much 
of h~s :P>et, the Navy would consider t:P.ese 
ar.p.ong ·other possible alternatives: Waiting 
·Wlt11 ,1968 for a stm higher-thr~st Pratt ·& 
Whltn~y engin.e for the_ Fll.l; or .falllng back 
~op. iinproved models o~ McDonnell Aircraft 
Co.'s · F4 Phantom· series of fighter planes. 
' McDonnell shortly wm offer a variable
wing Phantom, designed- speclficany··:ror the 
-Navy, that could become a competitor of the 
FlllB. As in the General Dynamics air
cra~t •. _tp,.~ pilot. could, by mov~p.g a cockpit 
lever, reposition , the wings in :flight for ~ 
wider range of performance. . · ' · 

[From the Washingtpn· (D.C.) Evening Star, 
Aug. 4, 1966] 

DELAY IN Bun.DING TFX AccEPT~BLE . TO NAVY 
. CREATES STIR . . 

NEW YoRK.-The bitter controversy over 
whether Defense ,Secretary Ftobert S. Mc
Namara forced a second best· warplane on 
the nation's m111tary to save $1 billion i8 
heating up again. 

This latest outbreak centers around devel
opment of the Na~y version of the TFX
tactical fighter experimental-now known 
as the FlllB. · · · 
~ a · weapons ·system-aircraft wedded to 

m~ne:-th.l1 progrQ.ID 1.s 12 to 18 months be-
hind schedule. ., · 
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BADLY OVDWBIOHT 

The first three prototypes were so badly 
overweight they were useless for carrier op
erations. 

Further, the research and development 
costs for the weapons system are soaring al
though this is not uncommon in projects 
involving new weaponry. 

The FlU-and there are two versions to 
date--may not turn out to. be the ali
weather, all purpose air superiority aircraft 
originally envisioned by McNamara. ' 

The Marine Corps already has told Con
gress it does not intend to buy th.e FlU in 
either the Air Force or Navy versions for close 
air support of troops. 

REPORTS OF N;E:W HEARINGS 
There have been published reports out of 

Washington indicating that the Senate In
vestigations subcommittee, headed by Sen. 
JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, D-Ark., may reopen its 
still unconcluded hearings. 

In 1963 the McClellan· subcommittee heard 
testimony covering over 2,700 pages and col
lected in 10 volumes, but it never issued a 
1plding~ 

To date the controversy over the FlUB hall 
swirled around the first three prototypes. 

A slimmed down fourth prototype, identi
fied as No.4 FlUB, was rolled off the assem
bly line in July and its builders oontend -it 
will meet the Navy's operating requirements 
although it, too, is still somewhat overweight. 
The No. 4 has been fiown for 80 minutes. 

"WE MUST MAKE WORK" 
A Navy decision of whether to buy the 

FlUB is not expected until December after 
full evaluation .of a fifth prototype, which is 
due for production this month. 

Secretary of the Navy Paul Nitze said ·on 
July 27 that th~ FlllB was a weapons system 
"we .must make work," 

The eontroversy over the TFX, or FlU, be
gan in 1962 when McNamara overrode the 
recommendations of a 235-man panel of air
craft experts four times. 

The panel had recommended acceptance of 
a design submitted by the Boeing Co., of 
Seattle. 

"COliiMONALITY STRESSED" 
· McNamara selected the General Dynamics 

design on the grounds that it offered the best 
chance of producing an aircraft with a high 
degree of what he called "commonality"; that 
is, identical parts. ; 

The defense chief characterized the Boeing 
cost estimates as unrealistic although Boeing 
had been working on a design for a variable 
sweep . wing aircraft, such as the TFX, since 
1959. . 

In the original competition Boeing pro
posed to build 23 research and development 
aircraft for $466 m1llion. General Dynamics' 
proposal was $543 m1111on. · 

McNamara told . the McClellan .hearing the 
purchase of a single warplane for use by the 
Air Force, Navy and Marines would save at 
least $1 billion. 

"ROUGH JUDGMENTS" 
Subsequently, when the subcommittee 

asked the then comptroller general, Joseph 
Campbell, to check McNamara's savings 
claim, Campbell rep6rted he could find no 
figures and quoted McNamara as saying: "He 
had made rough judgments of the kind he 
had made for many years with the Ford Motor 
Co." McNamara is a former Ford president. 

During the course of the hearings there 
were assorted charges of favoritism, confiict 
of interest and lack of Defense Department 
cooperation, but McNamara refused to budge. 

At the time of the contract award, there 
was congressional testimony that to buy 1,704 
TFX warplanes w1 th spare parts and spare 
engines would cost around $7.8 bUlion. 

As matters now stand, Rear Admiral W. E. 
Sweeney told a House Appropriations sub
committee last March the Navy PlllB re-
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search program was running about 30 percent 
higher than estimated. 

Further, Sweeney said, overall research, de
velopment and engineering costs had climbed 
from $84 ·million to around $210 m1111on. 

One of the major delays enco.untered in 
the program has been development of the 
Phoenix missile. Research costs reportedly 
have climbed from $137 mill1on to around 
$240 million. ~ 

The TFX, or FlU, comes in two versions
the "A" for the Air Force and the "B" for 
the Navy. General Dynamics claims the two 
versions have 85 percent commonality. The · 
FlUB is being built for General Dynamics 
by Grumman Aircraft Engineering Corp., on 
Long Island, N.Y. 

Both · versions employ a wing which will 
sweep from 16 degrees off a right angle ex
tension, or nearly straight out, to 72.5 degrees 
for high speed operations. 

The Air Force version has a wingspan of 
63 feet and is 73 feet long. The Navy version 
has a 60-foot, wing span and length of 66.8 

Qrumman to meet the compromised loiter . 
and range requirements. 

The service ceiling of 55,000 feet has yet 
to be met by the FlllB. A Gruniman 
spokesman said the No. 3 was never taken 
to its ceiling pecause Gr:umman kb.ew it was 
overweight and unacceptable. The No.4 ls 
expected to meet the Navy specifications, he 
said. · 

.. ~ONTROVERSY ON COSTS 
One of the chief sources of the controversy 

concerns costs and in this area there is a 
welter -o:( often confusing and confiicting 
figure.s. 

The Pentagon has p.nnounced a plan to 
buy 4:.ll. FlUs, 24 of which will be for the 
Navy. This figures ·out to a unit cost of 
$2.3 mill1on. General Dynamics' •Original unit 
cost estj.mates, based on -an order o~ 1,704 
aircraft, with spare parts and spaz:e epgtnes, 
came to $2.9 ·mil!ion each. 

What makes the Pentagon purchase order 
unusual is that it was announced before 
a final decision on the FlllB had been feet. · 

MISSIONS DIFFER 

The Air Force· has bought the FUi as a 
fighter-bomber, while the Navy plans to use 
it as a long-range interceptor. 

- made and even before the No. 4 improved 
model had been turned out . . 

Since their missions dUier, the electronic 
eq1lipment, or ~'black boxes," dUier radically. 

The Air Force version is designed to' travel 
at two and a half times the speed of sound 
at its service ce111ng of 60,000 feet, while the 
Navy version is supposed to reach 2.2 times 
the speeci of so;\lnd at 55,000 feet. The speed 
of sound at these altitudes is 660 miles an 
hour. '· 

Air Force and industry sources say the 
FUlA had exceeded its speed requirements, 
has carrled a !till load of 48 bombs each 
weighing 813 pounds, and has reached its 
service ceiling. 

General Dynamics had produced 14 of 'the 
proposed 18-Flll-As at its Fort Worth plant. 
There is no weight problem with the FlllA. 

WEIGHT IS CARRIER PROBLEM 
As for the Navy versions, th~ No. 3 had a 

78,000-pound. gross weight, a fact which set 
off the current controversy w:Q.en the infor
mation beCame public. 

Since the Forresta.l class carriers have an 
elevator capacity of only 79,000 pounds, this 
meant the No. 3, if used by the Navy, would 
have to be fueled and armed on deck, thus 
reducing some of the carrier commander's · 
operating fiex1b111ty. 

After an intensive weight-reduction pro
gram, Grumman turned out a slimmed down 
FlUB in July with a gross weight Q.f 64,778 
pounds, according to one source. This was 
still higher than the maximum of 55,000 
pounds set by the Navy. 

On the basis of information gleaned from 
assorted sources in Congress; among the mili
tary and in industry, here is the way the 
No.4 FlllB compares with the ortginal speci
fications. 

The Navy asked for an empty weight of 
39,000 pounds. No.4 weights 43,000 pounds. 

&EQUI&EMENT CHANGED 

The Navy specified an aircraft which could 
land on a carrier anchored in a dead calm. 
This requirement was changed by McNamara 
to an arresting wind-over-deck of 10 knots, 
or 11.6 miles per hour. • 

With its new high lift wings, No. 4 can 
land at 105 knots with an arresting wind of 
between 15 and 18 knots. The Navy's current 
:tleet jet, the Phantom II (F4) lands at about 
132 knots and has an arresting wind require
ment of 32 knots. 

The Navy originally asked !or an aircraft 
which could "loiter" for more than three 
hours at a distance of 750 miles from 'the 
fieet. This was reduced by the Pentagon to 
a range of around 500 miles and a loiter time 
under three hours. No. 4 is expected by 

A congressional source said in an inter
view he understood the unit cost. had soared 
to around $9 mill1on but efforts to check 
this figure have been rebuffed. If the con
gressional source turns out .to be right, this ~ 
would m~an a "buy" based on the original 
1,704 propoe~al of $15 billion-roughly twice 
the original cost estimates. 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.)· Post-Disp8ttch, 
Aug .. 4, 1966] 

TFX PLANE COSTING FAR MORE THAN ESTI
MATED--NAVY HAs REFtl"sED To ACCEPT IT 
So FAR-FmST 'THREE PROTOTYPES 01' ALL- · 
PuRPosE AIRcRAFT ·FouND TO BE Too HEAVY 
FOR USE ·ON CARRIERS 

(By Bem. Price) ' 
NEW YORK, AuguSt 4.-The Navy version:()( 

the TFX (tactical:-fighter experimental) air
craft 1B 12 'tiO 18 months behind schedule, is 
costing more than estimated' and may ·not 
turn out to be the all-purpose aircraft as 
p~ed. r • 

The Uni~ StatefJ Ma.rtne qorps has al
ready rejected the aircraft, now known as. 
tlle F-lUB, as a close air support weapori 
because there are no gun ' poets a~ it. 

The first three prototypes at ,the F-U1B 
turned out to be so overweight they could 
not be used aboard carriers. 

A fourth version of the Navy model TFX 
rolled off the assembly llne in July. Builders 
say they believe it will meet Navy speq11lca
t1ons. 

A decision on whether the Navy will p.ccept 
the a.1rcraft will be made in December after 
evaluation at a fifth model to be turned ourt 
1lh:18 month. 

On July 27 Secretary Of the Navy Paul H. 
Nltze aatd the F-lllB was a weapons system 
"we must make work." Nitze said the proj
ect was "one of the most sensitive the Navy 
has ever undertaken." 

The TFX became a center of controversy 
1n and out of Congress when Secretary of De
fense Robert S. McNamara four times over
rode recommendations of an ev·aluation 
board. 

The board had urged SJCCeptance of a de
sign · submiltted by the Boeing Co. of Sea.ttle. 
McNamara held out for the design submitted 
'by General Dynamics of Fort Worth, Tex. 

In defending his choice before a Senate 
committee, McNamara said the General Dy
namics version promised greater "common
ality," that is, common parts, and purchase 
of the all-purpose air frame would result 
in a saving of a b1llion dollars. 

The TFX, or F-lU, comes in two versions
the , A !or the Air Force and the B !or the 
Navy. General Dynamics asserts that the 
two versions have 85 per oent ident'ica.l pa.rts. 
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When the first prototype of the Air Force 

version was completed at Fort Worth in Oc
tober 1964, McNamara said: 

"For the first time in history, we have an 
airplane with the range of a transport, the 
carrying capacity and endurance of a bomber 
and the agility of a fighter-pursuit plane. Its 
performance is as versatile as its missions are 
varied."' 

With minor modifications--A longer wing' 
and a shorter nose---the TFX was to serve as 
a carrier-based plane for the Navy. ' 

R. Adm. W. E. Sweeney told a House sub-
committee on appropriations last March that 
the Navy research program was rufi.n1lig 
about 30 per cent higher than planned. 

Adm. sweeney said over-all research and 
development 'costs had rtsefi from $84,000,000 
to $210,000,000. 

The Defense Department had originally 
p-lanned to' buy 1,704 aircraft, which with 
spare engines and spare parts, was to have 
cost 7.8 blllion dollars. 

A major cause of delay in developing the 
F-lUB--the navy version-has been guid
ance and control problems with the PhoeniX 
air-to-air missile. The Navy envisions the 
plane as primarily an interceptor armed with 
siX of these missiles. 

Research costs on this misslle have climbed 
from $137,000,000 to somewhere near $240,-
000,000, Adm. Sweeney said. 

There have been 14 models of a projected 
18 planes for the e.ir force and four models of 
a proposed total of five cmtt for the Navy. 

The Air Force versions have fiown 1,166 
hours. Air Force and industry sources say 
the latest model of the aircraft has met speci
fications. 

But the F-lUB version may provoke re
openlng of a congressional investigation. 

Prototype _3 of the F-lUB, weighed with 
fuel and ordnance somewhere close ;to 78,000 
pounds, too close to the 79,000-pound capac
ity of elevators eon ~ of the 15 attack carriers 
for which the F-lllB is designed. This 
meant the model 3 versions would have had 
to be fueled ' and armed on deck, thus reduc- · 
ing the carrier commanders' Operating 
flexibillty. 

The navy version of the TFX is being built 
by Grumman Aircraft . Co. on Long Island 
under a su•bOOntract with Genera'! DynaJXlics. 

After an intensive weight reduction 'prd
gram, GrUmman turned out a sUmmed down 
version in July. It was still overweight but 
there had been a comparatively large im- · 
provement. 

Frank Davis, president of the Fort Worth 
division of General Dynamics, said in an in
terview he had no doubt the ' late models of~ 
the F-lllB would be acceptable to the navy. 

A. · B. Lemleln, production chief at Grum
man and a former marine fighter pilot, said 
in another interview: ' · · 

"The Navy has not test-flown model4. Oh ' 
the basts of the OJ.tiginal speclflcatlons .and 
the first · thre.e versions, there is no .question 
but what the Navy would not take them. · 
We now think we have one hell of an aircraft 
and the Navy will buy it." 

On the basis of information gleaned from a 
number of sources, military, congressional, 
and industrial, here is the way the fourth 
prototype compares with the original Navy 
specific a tlons : 

The Navy asked for an empty weight of 
39,000 pounds. The fourth prototyPe weighs 
43,000 pounds. 

The Navy specified an aircraft that could 
land on a carrier anchored in a dead calm. 
The requirement was changed by McNamara 
to an arresting wind-over-deck ·requirement 
of 15 knot.a (11.6 miles an hour). 

With its new high-lift wings, model 4 
meets the Navy landing speed requirements. 
It can land at 105 knots although it must 
have an arresting wind of about 18 knots. 
The Navy's current jet, the Phantom II 
(F-4) lands at a·bout 13.2 knots and requires 
an arresting wind of 32 knots. 

Originally, the Navy asked for a plane 
weighing 50,000 pounds, fully fueled and 
armed. This was later increased to 55,000 
pounds. The estimate on the model 4 is 
64,778 pounds, one source says. Lemlein de
cllned to say whet_her the 64,778-pound fig
ure was accurate. ;He said that insofar as he 
knew the information could not be made 
public. . 

The Navy originally asked for an aircraft 
that could "loiter" for three plus hours 750 
miles out from the fleet. The range was 
subsequently reduced to 500 miles and the 
"loiter" time to less than three hours. Model 
4 reportedly can meet the reduced "loiter" 
and range requirements. 

The aircraft was to have a service .ce111ng 
of 55,000 feet. Its cruising ce111ng was to 
be around 35,000 feet. The model 3 was 
never taken . to its service ce111ng on the 
grounds that it was too overweight. Grum
man- said it believes the model 4 will meet 
requirements. 

The Air Force bought the F-lllA as a 
fighter-bomber. It can carry 48 of the new 
300 pound bombs. The Navy wants the F
lUB as a missile-air interceptor, with a 
secondary mission of fighter-bomber capable 
of also carrying .24 of the 813-pounders. 

.Air Force sources say the F-lllA has met 
its bomb load requirements along with speed 
and range. None of the Navy versions has 
been fully tested. 

Although there is no gun pod on the plane, 
which has made it unacceptable to the ma
rines as a close air support fighter, Grumman 
insists a gun pod can be mounted. 

The Marine corps commandant, Gen. Wal
lace C. Greene, said the corps would depend 
on improved versions of the Phantom II, 
made by McDonnell Aircraft Corp. of St. 
Louis. 

The F-111, then known as the TFX, was 
born in the controversy generated by 
McNamara's selection of General Dynamics 
as contractor. 

Boeing had proposed t~ build 23 research 
and development aircraft for $466,000,000. 
The price granted by General Dynamics was 
$543,000,000. 

McNamara said the Boeing cost figures 
were "unrealistic" and, besides, the General 
Dynamics design promised higher commonal
ity. 

There was subsequent testimony in 1963 
from a congressional accountant that McNa
mara told him he based his cost conclusions 
on "rough judgments." The accountant 
testified also that McNamara had no figures 
to suppQrt his assertion that a b1111on dollars 
could be saved with a plane useful to the 
three services. · 

None of the accountant's testimony was 
ever disputed in any detail. 

One of the sources of greatest controversy 
is, of course, costs. 

Davis and Lemlein say there now is no way 
to assess ultimate dost.a per unit. They con
tend the unit costs can be determined only 
after a decision is made on how many air
craft will be built. 

The Pentagon has announced a plan to buy 
431 F-llls--24 for the Navy-at a cost of 
1.5 billion dollars. This would result in a 
unit cost of $2,300,000. 

General Dynamics' original unit cost, based 
on an order of 1704 aircraft, was $2,900,000, 
according to congressional tesrtimony. 

However, Davis maintains that the only 
contract he has is one for research and de
velopment aircraft. The contract is for 
$460,000,000 with an allowable "overrun" of 
10.09 per cent. Any development costs above 
that,- he said, will have to come out of the 
company's pocket. · 

What makes the Pentagon purchase order 
unusual is that it was announced before the 
F-lllB had been accepted by the Navy-or 
even before a weight improved model had 
been turned out. 

A congressional source s~d ,in an inter
view he understood the unit costs were ac
tually running closer to $9,000,000 per ver
sion. 

If the congressional source is correct, based 
on a "buy" of 1704 aircraft, the total cost 
would be close to 15 billion dollars. 

There are reports from some m111tary 
sources that the inl tial purchase will turn 
out to be 950 aircraft for the Air Force and 
231 for 'the Navy. 

This m1lltary source said he had no idea 
of what the unlit costs would be based on a 
purchase of 1,181 planes-and he did not 
think anyone ~lse had either. 

(From Barron's,-Aug. 15, 1966} 

POINT ·o:F No RETln\ilf-THE TFX PROGRAM 
HAS G,ONE F'ROM SCANDAL TO DISASTER 

(This acca·unt, like the earller three-part 
series which it cites (Barron's, July 12, Aug
ust 16 and 30, 1965), was written by J. Rich
ard Elliott, Jr., of Barron's staff.) 

";tr~scal 1966, which began inauspiciously 
on July 1 ( 1965), shapes up as a crucial year 
for the, powers-that-be at the Pentagon." 
With that bit of understatement for openers, 
this magazine last summer launched a 15,-
000-word, three-part series of articles on the 
controversial F-111 fighter-bomber. Going 
back to its origins as the TFX, and to Defense 
Secretary Robert Strange McNamara's con
cept of "saving $1 billion" by making a. single 
design serve the needs of both Air Force and 
Navy, Barron's traced the curious history of 
contractor evaluation and the subsequent 
research, development, test .and evaluation 
program at General Dynamics as it had 
evolved to that point. The facts all seemed 
to point one way. The program, we con
cluded, had far exceeded its planned budget; 
and expenses bid fair to soar even higher, 
nullifying any hoped-for saving. What's 
more, the cost per plane was running "nearly 
50 percent more than Mr. McNamara's famed 
'cost-effectiveness' experts had forecast," 
partly because both services were cutting 
down on their planned procurement. Fi
nally, we noted that the Navy model--even 
as it became less and less "identical" with 
the Air Force design in a frantic effort to 
make it work-had grown so overweight, and 
fallen so far short in a number of vital re
spects, that the adinir'als were thinking 
seriously of abandoning ship. "Fiscal 1966," 
we summed up, "is the year of decision." 

Twelve months later it gives us scant 
pleasure to report that our findings erred, 
if at all, on the side of optimism. Whi'le' 
the numbers involved are dimcult to docu
ment ( Corigressmen complain of the Pen
tagon's "deliberate smokescreen"), the pro
gram appears to be running up a tab th~t 
ultimately w111 total $10 b1llion-compared 
with an origlnai estimate o! $5.8 blllion, and 
last year's . "omc'tal" figure of $7.8 b1llion. 
What's more, since only half as many planes 
are now planned, the cost per unit has risen 
even more sharply: from an original $2.9 
m1llion (and 'last year's estimated $4.9 mil
lion), the average price tag will run to well 
over $8 milllon apiece. For its money, the 
Pentagon is getting what Mr. McNamara calls 
a "weapons system some said could never 
be made," and one that all reports indicate
never should have been. 

Out of his b'i-servlce fighter-bomber, the 
Secretary proposes to build not two but four 
different airplanes; added to the Air Force' 
and Navy tactical fighters are a reconnais
sance model and the long-range bomber 
version with which the Strategic Air Com
mand wlll replace its aging B-52s. All three 
of the major aspects of the program-not 
simply the Navy's fast-fading F-lllB, but 
the. air arm's allegedly "satisfactory" F-lllA 
and FB-111 as well-are flying on a disaster 
course. They weigh too much, and they are 
burdened by aerodynamic drag and other so 
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f.ar insoluble drawbacks. Indeed, according 
to confidential reports, they not only fail to 
meet specifications but also will be no match 
for Communist MIGs already :flying in com
.bat. As we said a year ago, in short, what's 
good for General Dynamics may not be so 
good for the country. 

Barely four years ago, some future histor
ian may recall, the TFX was supposed to 
oost $2.9 mill1on per plane. The two services, 
between them, were prepared to buy 1,700. 
When the contract finally was aw.arded, Gen
eral Dynamics proposed to develop and build 
the 1,700 F-llls for a total price of $5.8 
b1lllon-roughly $3.4 mill1on ·apiece. When 
the fiscal 1966 budget was submitted to Con
gress, the TFX project called for just 1,600 
aircraft-at a program cost of $7.8 b1llion, 
or $4.9 m1llion each. Early this year Con
gress was told that each TFX would weigh in 
(and, as will be seen, that's precisely the 
word) at roughly $5.9 million. 

Since then two );hings have happened: 
the number of aircraft scheduled has 
dropped sharply, while the cost per unit has 
soared. On the first oount, officially, the 
quantity now in the overall program is down 
to 1,400 (unofficially, it is reliably said to be 
less than 1,000, a net reduction of 40% in 
the past 12 months). 

As nearly as one ,can figure, the 1,400 
planes--on which Congress will , be asked, 
early next year, to consider the defense 
budget requests for fiscal1968 (when the first 
of the operational F-llls is due in service)
breaks down roughly, as follows. Foreign or
ders (British, Australian) : 74, compared to 
an originally planned 134. U.S. Navy F
lUBs: 350, against 500 planned a year ago 
.and 592 programmed in mid-1963.· U.S. Air 
Force FB-llls (275), F-lUAs and RF-lUs 
(700): or 975, against a total Air Force buy 
of 1,100 a year ago and no fewer than 1,460 
originally. Cost of the total program: an 
estimated $11 ·billion. 

Equally startling is the soaring price per 
plane. On current official estimates, 1,400 
units at $U blllion works out to more than 
$7.8 million apiece-a far cry from the $5.9 
million figure recently given to Congress, to 
say nothing of the original estimate. That's 
real escalation. Nonetheless, the figure 
promises to fall short of the final cost per 
unit. From sources too highly placed and 
numeJ;"ous to discount, Barron's has learned 
that the NavY' plans to whittle down its part 
of the package once more, from 350 planes to 
150, and that the Air Force will cut back 
from 700 F-UlAs to 500. All told, fewer than 
1,000 will be built. 

For what it's worth, then, the average price 
for TFX aircraft of all types is likely to ap
proach $9 m1llion-indeed far more than the 
U.S. has ever paid for a mass-produced com
bat plane. There's one thing more, which 
even the experts can't put a figure on until 
the planes go operational. Estimates of 
maintenance time required for the TFX, and 
guaranteed by General Dynamics in its con
tract (subject to penalties), recently became 
public. In a comparable strike bomber, the 
Navy's A-7, required maintenance time runs 
to U.5 hours per hour of flight: for the hulk
ing C-5A now under development by Lock
heed, it's roughly 19 hours per :flight-hour. 
The TFX? 29.86 maintenance hours for the 
F-lUB, 35 maintenance hours for the F
IllA, requtred after every hour in the air. 
Once it gets off the ground, in short, the 
most expensive plane ever built will have 
only begun itS assault on Mr. McNamara's 
budget and the taxpayer's pocket. 

So much for cost savings. After all, 
there's a war on. If the plane lived up to its 
advance notices, few would grudge the cost. 
However-and this is what lies behind the 
steady erosion in the services' demand
mounting e'l(idence suggests that far more is 
at stake than money. The Na'Vy plane, :the 

Air Force's TAC model and particularly its 
SAC bomber are simply not good enough. 

Let's look at each in turn. The Battle of 
the Admirals over their F-lUB-from the 
date of Mr. McNamara's concept five years 
ago through the newspaper accounts of last 
.week-is perhaps best · known. To be an 
effective hi-service craft, the Admirals con
tend (and their technical people go even 
farther) an airplane must have its origins 
in a design based on-not just adapted to
aircraft-carrier suitabll1ty. The TFX~ com
missioned primarily as an Air Force system 
and designed by Air Force aerodynamicists, 
took off with little regard for the niceties of 
having to land at sea. As trouble-fraught 
developments ensued, capabllity for service 
with the Fleet repeatedly was compromised 
in favor of look-alike commonality. Finally, 
the Pentagon ·and contractors embarked 
upon desperate effort to right the F-lUB. 
It was, however, too late; the Navy plane, as 
suggested in the McClellan hearings of 1963 
(and predicted here a year ago) is a :flop. 

The main · problem is overweight. As 
originally specified, the Navy plane was sup
posed not to exceed 50,000 pounds in gross 
take-off weight, counting fuel, crew, ord
nance and other equipment. By late 1962 
the "maximum" Navy limit had gone up to 
63,500 pounds. Carrier-hardened Navy men 
knew that, in .View of all the other compro
mises, no greater weight could be allowed. 
Nonetheless, last year the first three F-UlBs 
rolled off the assembly line at 47,000 lbs. 
empty, which meant that in their so-called 
gross takeoff weight, they'd heft around 
78,000 pounds. 

That's when the Admirals first blew the 
whistle. New priorities went out to reduce 
the weight (or increase the lift) of the Navy 
plane at any cost. "SWIP" (the "super
weight improvement program") and 
"SCRAPE" (literally, scraping off every last 
extra fraction of an inch of metal) , were 
aimed at the fourth and fifth developmental 
models in hope of slashing gross heft to the 
63,500-pound absolute limit. Models 4 and 
5 were slated to reach the Navy in May and 
June. Last month, the fourth plane finally 
weighted in, at 43,500 pounds "empty"-a 
reduction of only 3,000 pounds-to a .gross 
weight of 75,000. Number 5 now is due in 
S.eptember; results of its SWIP and SCRAPE 
diets can hardly be much better. 

MANIFEST UNHAPPINESS 

By the end of the year, the Navy will have 
test-flown both the fourth and fifth models. 
But the service's unhappiness is manifest. 
Even Navy Secretary Nitze, a Pentagon vet
eran, admitted to a Congressman: "I think 
the contractor slipped up." Asked if the 
Navy would have rejected the TFX had it 
known how overweight the plane would get, 
Mr. Nitze replied, in House subcommittee 
testimony, "I think that is correct." 

Overweight--which affects a plane's ra~g~, 
speed, acceleration~ maneuverability, fuel 
consumption and weapons-carrying capac
ity-means still another headache for the 
Navy: carrier capability. The Fleet has spent 
nearly $200 million to strengthen decks, cata
pults and landing cables for planes as hefty 
as the F-lUB; the A-7, for one, with its on
the-deck speed is no lightweight, either. 
But the TFX presents another problem for 
carriers: when it's fully loaded, their eleva
tors can't carry it. 
. According to ranking Navy experts, speak
ing off the record, most af the carriers now 
commissioned and under construction will 
not be able to take the plane from the hang
ar deck up to the :flight deck at anything 
over 70,000 pounds. The Navy has been ad
vised by armchair admirals at the Pentagon 
to bring it up empty, then load it with 
fuel and weapons on the :flight deck. To this, 
a grizzled spokesman replies: "Of cpurse 
that's possible, but hardly desirable in com-

bat. With all the plane's other shortcomings, 
it's too much of a price to pay." 

In Navy terms, other shortfalls attributable 
to weight--or to a combination of over- . 
weight and inadequate design-lurk in re
quired loitering time, altitude and landing 
speed. The F-lUB will need a "wind-over
the-deck" (WOD) speed, into which to land, 
of at least 35 m~.p.h. Since most carriers.can 
steam as 'fast as that, they can generate such 
a speed merely by heading into whatever 
wind may be blowing. However, such restric
tions seem beyond tolerable limits. "Sure 
you can do it," a veteran officer says. "But in 
the middle of a battle, it would be nice to 
know you could pick up your planes no mat
ter which way you happened to be headed, 
and it .might well be preferable not to force 
the captain to go sqmewhere he'd rather· not." 

RANGE AND ALTITUDE 

The other technical drawbacks look equally 
perilous. A squadron of F~lUBs aboard a 
carrier would have as its primary mission the 
protection of its :fleet, by standing aeria1 
guard, several hundred miles away, for sev
eral hours, to detect and. intercept attacking 
planes. The F-lUB, tests have shown, can
not.ll'e.ach maximum time-because its weight 
prevents it from carrying the necessary fuel. 
As for altitude limits, in the case of a dog
fight, the third model of the plane has failed 
by 12,000 feet to reach the minimum speci
fied height of 60,000 feet-and, in fact, even 
higher altitudes are known to be required to 
deal with enemy aircraft on equal terms. 

Will the SWIP and SCRAPE models do 
better? "How much higher, farther and 
faster can a 75,000-pound plane go than a 
78,000-pound one?" asks a top Naval aviation 
veteran. Worst of all, the special air-to-air 
missile designe,d to give necessary punch to 
the F-lUB, Hughes Aircraft's heavy-powered 
Phoenix, may yet have to be jettisoned to 
lighten the load. The smaller Sidewinder 
missile of today's "generation" (none too 
overpowering in Vietnam, as it's turned out) 
would be an unhappy second choice. 

VICTORY FOR AIR POWER? 

Navy's cLise:ilChantment over the TFX is a 
matter of longstanding record. Less gen
erally appreciated is the failU:re of the F-111 
in its primary role, as a tactical fighter
bomber for the Air Force. A clear-eyed view 
of the TFX as a ground-based tactical air
craft came recently from Gen. Wallace M. 
Greene, Jr., Commandant of the Marine 
Corps. Marine procurements originally were 
to have made the F-lU a "tri-service" plane. 
Uncharacteristically, the leathernecks 
backed away from the challenge. Gen. 
Greene told a House subcommittee that his 
aviation aides found the' F-111 to be "no 
improvement" over the Marines' present F-4s, 
particularly in ''air-to-ground attack capa
b111ty ... therefore ... undesirable for Ma-
nne Corps use:" ·· 

To be sure, the Marine Commandant was 
aiming specifically at the Navy's version. 
However, the Air Force model suffers from 
similar technical woes. Overweight is a case 
in point. Weight is the single most vital 
factor in any airplane, especially a military 
fighter. Where the Navy plane, after its 
SWIP diet, now weighs in at a relatively 
svelte 75,000 pounds at gross take-off con
figuration, the Air Force model is up to some 

'90,000. 
The problem, which traces to much flab

bier production controls on the part of Air 
Force management, also has been a well~ 

guarded secret. It means that the F-lllA 
cannot yet :fly supersonically "on the deck"
that is, at radar-avoiding, . tactical-strike 
altitude of 200 feet--and that it has been 
unable to reach required speed of Mach 2.5 
at peak altitude. Moreover, the highest the 
plane has been able to go, after well over 
1,000 hours of test-flights, is some 60,000 
feet, 25%-50% short .of requirements. 
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As recently as last May, the -service .put 

the eighth ' of its General Dynamics F-lllA 
models through an exhaustive series of tests, 
under all but total security wraps, at Eglin 
Air Force Base, in Florida. Memoranda cir
culating in the Pentagon since then have 
made clear to the top braes that the plane 
is no match for the Communist MIG--21. At 
speeds of Mach 2.2 it has violent c9mpressor 
stalls: the engines suddenly lose power. 
Carrying its full complement of conventional 
weapons, according to one observer, "it 1s so 
difficult to maneuver that it took half the 
state to bank into a complete turn." tn 
qulck maneuvers, horizontally or vertically
under conditions a.s near to actual combat 
a.s the Eglin experts coulCi simulate-the 
plane's inabil1ty to accelerate fast r eriough 
left it "virtually incapable of defending it
self in a dogfight with modern enemy air-
craft." • .. 

BASIC DRAWBACK 
What's more; Air Force, Navy and even 

NASA tests all have verified the plane's basic 
drawback. Simply put, the F-lllA, in aero
dynamic lingo, is 35 "counts" high in drag
or ·35% "draggier" than it should be. 
Weight, of course, makes drag harder to 
overcome but a plane at any weight ls sup
·posed to be designed to travel at zero drag. 
When "dragginess" is extreme, the reason 
usually. lies in sotne aspect of the configura
tion, where an outer appurtenance, or some 
inner ones (in the jet chambers) interferes 
with air-ilow and slows the aircraft, in ef
fect, by causing either turbulence, or fric-
tion. · 

According to authorities assigned to the 
TFX, the program has been shot through 

·with drag. A major source of concern to 
Navy engineers, it has been shrugged off b)' 
Air Force experts, in the belief that 1m
proved engine performance will oveYcOtne 
the problem. "All along, they have just re
fused to recognize the facts," says one ob
server. "Yet they know that if the drag 
'counts' which the tests have shown are 
right, they don't have the aircraft they 
claim." Simply put, 35% too much drag 
means a plane, has 35% less range on the 
same fuel than its design calls for, and is 
deficient in both acceleration and ma.neu-
verab111ty. . ·. 

A ' Navy official .. adds bitterly: "Out at 
Wright-Patterson they were frankly fiabber
gasted when they 'discovered' the drag factor 
meant a 35% loss of range. The Navy would 
have stopped production right there·. But 
this is an Air Force program. ·Meeting pro
duction quotas is more important than 
going for design perfection. They like to 
think such problems wm work themselves 
out." 

SOURCES OF DRAG 

Like an insubordinate rookie, however, the 
difficulty has refused to respond. Investiga
tors for months have probed three .areas in 
the design which seem the likeliest source 
of drag. One is internal air flow. Because 
of errors in the design for airframe mount
ing of the engine in~tallation the lining of 
stable air called "boundary layer" may be 
stirred up by an erratically directed jet
stream. A year ago, sensing some such dif
ficulty (though not admitting it publicly), 
the Air Force ordered General Dynamics to 
install so-called splitter plates, to deflect the 
stream from the interior surface. This Ina
neuver hasn't helped. 

A second possib1lity, it's said, lles in the 
tail assembly-the part of the overall TFX 
contract assigned to Grumman (but designed 
by General Dynamics). In the twin-jet F-
111, two special rear ducts must be wide open 
when the afterburner is on-during accelera
tion, takeoffs and the like-but must be 
closed tightly when such added thrust is not 
fiowing. If they are open, air can enter (in 
a forward direction) from the outside, act
ing as a brake. Here, too, countless hours 

of testing, redesign 'and computer calcula
tions have proved unable to effect any 
change. 

Third, and least likely, of the possibilities 
under scrutiny is that drag may be caused 
by air entering the open areas along the 
·lateral surfaces of the fuselage-where, in 
order for the swing-Wings to pivot, some un
streamlined divot -always presents itself to 
the outer airstream. Voluminous 'Wind tun
nel data don •t show turbUlence here, but 
that proves nothing. However, there's no 
way to plug the gaps, without upsetting the 
delicate functioning of the wing pivots. 

ANYONE'S GUESS 

What the outcome will be is anyone's 
_guess. The , Air , Force, points out ,a critic, 
now is two-thirds through the "RDT & E" 
(research, de~elopment, test & evaluation) 
phase of its program. "It has 12 planes, out 
of the projected 18 RDT & Es," he says, 
"which aren't good for anything but eternal 
use as testbeds." The test-and-evaluation 
program, to date, has cost some $1.5 billion
nearly a third more than Mr. McNamara had 
projected. . 

Of the three main TFX versions, finally, 
·the only one Y.et to fly may turn out to be 
.the ·biggest ]?omb of all.1 This is the FB-111, 
the Defense Secretary's a~swer to , the 
manned-aircraft needs in the 'seventies of 
the nation's Strategic Air Command. For 
the bomber will combine the worst features 
of the other two models: the awkward bulk
iness of the F-lllB, with the sleek but st111 
·greater weight of the F-,-lllA. In essence, it 
seems an effort somehow to exploit the over
weight of Mr. McNamara's TFX-for "com
monality" wm make the FB-111, out of the 
same design, a plane basically identical to 
the others-by making it a "flying fortress." 
:"Now that he admits the thing is a strategic 
bomber,'' a Navy man was quoted the other 
day, "how can h.e st111 tell us to fiy it off 
carriers?" 

BET'!1=R ODDS? 

Secretary McNamara has warded off end
less pleas from SAC for funds to begin full
scale development of a follow-on "AMSA" 
(advanced manned strategic aircraft). 
(Congress continues to appropriate the funds 
anyway, most recently $22.8 million for fiscal 
1967.) Instead,.' he ha.S insisted on a policy 
aimed at eventually· using only nuclear 
ICBMs for strategic deterrence. (While one 
has yet to be fired in anger, or under anything 
simulating an all-out attack, the Pentagon's 
secretariat believes the missiles offer better 
odds of penetrating enemy defenses than 
any manned bomber; bowever, as former 
Senator Goldwater, among countless others, 
has pointed out, the manned plane has the 
singular capability of being called back to its 
base at the last moment.) Meanwhile, 
SAC's present fleet of some 680 bombel'&---80 
supersonic B-58 .Hustlers (phased out of pro
duction several years ago) and the rest, B-52 
Superfortresses, some a decade old-marches 
inexorably toward obsolescence. 

Last Christmas, the Defense Secretary 
abruptly changed his strategy. Yes, he ad
mitted in effect, some sort of manned bomber 
ought to be kept on hand at SAC bases to 
insure "flexible response." But the Mc
Namara plan was a political and military 
bombshell. He proposed to scrap all 80 
B-58s and 350 of the oldest B-52s between 
1969 and 1971. Then, added to the 250 re
maining and highly advanced B-52 G or H 
models (the latter boasting a range of 12,500 
miles, and both capable of flying at roughly 
Mach 1) would be 210--since upped to 275-
FB-llls. Instead of developing a full
fledged new bomber, said the Secretary, 
transformation of the TFX into a new strata
fortress would save the country yet another 
half-b1llion dollars. 

Almost no one agrees, and the figures 
previously cited indicate why. Worse is Mr. 
McNamara's technical evaluation of the FB-

111; as Air Force Magazine pointed out ,.. it 
"should be retained for: .future reference." 
Here's the pertinent part: · "It (said the Sec
retary) will have :twtce the . s~d of those 
(B-52) aircraft, approxima-tely, with ap
proximately "the same r81llge It will fty 
faster, both at low and high altitudes, and 
it will have ~ capab111ties for penetrating 
enemy defenses far greater than the plane 
it replaces.. It will come into operational 
use in 1968. All of the units authorized will 
be equipped and· operational by 1971." 

Informed Congressional reaction to this 
(and· an accompanying announcement to 
abandon 150 SAC bases), was eloquently 
summed up by the veteran chairman of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, RICHARD 
RussELL. Said the soft-spoken Georgian: 
"If he is right, we will save a few dollars. 
If he is in error, may a benign Providence 
save these United States." In the end, 
however, both houses of Congress-after 
hearing SAC officers explain that they simply 
had no choice-told Mr. McNamara to go 
ahead. · The Secretary . announced that 
RDT&E model number 18 of the F-lllA 
program would become the first ~111, to 
be test-flown early next year. 

WILL IT FLY? 
Just what this incredible aircraft w111 look 

like, or what it will do when"its motors are 
revved, remains the subject of high interest. 
Some idea was projected when the Air Force, 
several months ago, released photos of an 
F-lllA, its stubby wings outstretched and 
and laden wit:q 36 conventional 750-pound 
"iron" bombs. Clearly, the wings can't sweep 
back against the fuselage, for full accelera:. 
tion, with all this hardware on them. 
Equally important, the plane may not be 
able to fly without vibrations that would Ut
eral~y shake it apart. 

Experts have doubts about a lot of other 
things. Says one, Secretary McNamara's 
glib evaluation "obviously" ·tnlxed the TFX's 
capab111ties as a fighter with those it con
ceivably may have as a bomber-"without ex
plaining which is which." With so many 
iron bombs hung on the wings, it plainly 
no longer is a fighter; hence, it can't be twice 
as fast as the B-52. "It will have about the 
same high subsonic speed," notes Air Force 
Magazine. As for range, the F-IllA, "under 
the best of circumstances-that is, with 
nothing but two large fuel tanks slung under 
its wings and cruising at subsonic speeds
can be ferried 4,100 miles." With the de
pleted conventional bombload, leaving room 
.only for internally stored fuel, range 
"couldn't exceed 2,500 miles." To go any
where near as far as the B-52, it would have 
to be accompanied py a whole fleet of tank
ers, to provide airborne refueling. Thus an 
FB-111 based in the U.S. would all but nul
lify SAC as a means of piloted, surprise non
nuclear deterrence. 

· SITTING -DUCK 

Finally, even when carrying fighter-weight 
nuclear bombs, including three SRAM air
to-ground missiles (now only in the stage of 
contractor selection, and falling behind 
schedule), the FB-111 will command a range 
"well below 4,000 miles if the aircraft's high 
speed is used in the target area, since fuel 
consumption climbs rapidly at supersonic 
speeds." If it doesn't fiy as fast as it can, 
of course, it's a sitting duck. Almost cer
tainly, it won't make much difference: it 
would be one anyway. 

Critics point out how cynically Secretary 
McNamara, in his FB-111 brainstorm (and 
the manner in which it's justified), has re
acted to known and potentially disastrous 
problems long confronting the TFX .program. 
As noted, this is, after all, the kind of plane 
the origtn,a.l F-lllA "fighter-bomber" was 
supposed to be: one that could carry lal'ge 
payloads over great distances. As the P-UlA, 
it didn't work out that way. So what the Air 
Force has been ordered to do is to take the 
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F-l.llA as it -comes off the line today, and 
add the extra gear needed even to approach 
adequBite performance. 

Ironically, the add-on equipment is that 
already going onto the Navy's F-lllB for 
carrier operation. Specifically, the FB-111 
will have a beefed-up landing gear identical 
to (or at least virtually the same as) the 
Navy's. And it will have the Navy's special 
wing-tip extensions-necessary to give it 
greater "lift" surface for carrier landings and 
take-offs-to get the FB-111 off the ground. 
These and other additions will push the 
weight of the 90,000-pound F-IllA up to an 
estimated 129,000 on the converted FB-111. 

FLIGHTS OF FANCY 
The laws of aerodynamics, however, do not 

yield easily to such flights of computer fancy. 
In short, what all this does to the plane's 
performance is give it a negative single
engine rate of climb. Translated, the FB-
111, which like every TFX is a twin-engine 
affair, will be so heavy that if one engine 
conks out, the other won't be enough to keep 
it from crashing. 

Finally, since the plane can't protect itself 
as a fighter should, it wm need to be 81Ccom
pan1ed on a long-range strike mission not 
only by a fleet of tankers but also by an escort 
of fighter pla-nes. ,Aside frorp. the l8iCk of 
"surprise" this flying armada. would impart 
to SAC's traditional way of carrying out its 
missions, the plane's vulnerability to defend
ers would be mul·tiplied many times. And 
Mr. McNamar·a's dream--one all-purpose 
plane, at great savings, or indeed at any 
cost-becomes, for American pilots of the 
~eventies, literally a nightmare·. 

DANGERS SEEN 
Even the top brass at the Pentagon recog

nize the dangers. They have referred con
tinually to , the FB-111 as an "interim" re
placement for the B-58s and B-52s. However, 
Mr. McNamara, J.n testimony before Congress 
earlier this year, refused to accept theiT 
ch.aracterization. The FB-111, he held, will 
be not only a "successful" .plane but a "per
manen;t- one" as well. 

Ironically, not long afterward Dr. John 
Foster-, Research Director in the. Pentagon, 
proposed an ":Unproved'' version of the FB-
111 superplane to SAC. (Guesses were that 
lt, requiTed development of more powerful 
engines.) ~'The move is seen ,as· an effort to 
px:tng ~its) capabilities ... closer to those of 
the advanced manned strategic aircraft which 
the Air Force seeks," commented the knowl
edgeable, and sometimes wry, Aviation Week. 
SAC, not4lg• that such a development could 
not possibly· be£~,r fruit until years after the 
B-52s are phased out-and that even its next
generation AMSA could be available sooner
turned it down. But the idea said a great 
deal about the integrity of the Secretary of 
Defense. . 

Activities elsewhere in the Pentagon, final
ly, speak volumes on the subject. The U.S. 
is at war. Last week's accelerated attrition 
of American fighter and bomber aircraft 
pointed up anew the striking fact thBit the 
nation is unprepared, and d,estined .to rem.ain 
so for some time to come; urgent new orders 
for McDonneli's F-4, Llng-Temoo-Vought's 
A-7, even Northrop's F-6A, have been placed, 
or soon will be. Meanwhile, the Tactical Air 
Command, as Gen. G. B. Disosway testified 
before the Senate Preparedness Subcommit
tee last month, is "down to bedrock." 

YEARS AWAY 
Its new fighter, the F-111A, should have 

been in combat by now; so, too should the 
carrier forces' F-111B (or some alternative). 
Instead, both remain years away from op• 
erational use,• if indeed they ever do get into 
the fight; even then, they won't be as good 
as . they might have been. The Navy 1s so 
pessimistic that, besides cutting TFX P,ro
curement to the bone (postponing lt two 
years more) , seriously 1s considering a swtng• 

wing model of McDonnell's excellent little 
F-4, a plane which in its present design 
costs only $2 million, weighs half as much 
as the F-lllB, and has proven to be our best 
fighter against the MIG-21 in Vietnam. 

According to staff members, the Prepared
ness Subcommittee, headed by Senator JoHN 
STENNIS (D., Miss.), is waiting only until the 
90th Congress has been safely elected and 
duly installed to probe fully this disaster in 
U.S. preparedness. The Permanent Subcom
mittee on Investigations, chaired by Sena
tor JoHN McCLELLAN (D., Ark.)-which 
brought most of the murky background of 
the TFX to the surface in an abortive in
vestigation three years ago-likewise is 
known to be waiting, in a gesture to Presi
dent Johnson (as well as to McCLELLAN's own 
re-election campaign), until the first of the 
year to resume, at last, its own study of how 
so expensive and high-flown a development 
could have happened-and come to naught. 
And the House Armed Services Committee, 
under Rep. L. MENDEL RIVERS (D., S.C.), 
along with senator RussELL's aforementioned 
counterpart in . the upper chamber, already 
has delved deeply into the F-111 scandal. 
Throughout Congress, indeed, the powers
that-be are said to be chafing over the reli
ance on the man who has held the job of 
Secretary of Defense longer-and perhaps 
with more disastrous results-than any other 
in history. 

[From the Memphis (Tenn.) Commercial 
Appeal, Aug. 8, 1966] 

McliJAMARA'~ TFX FOLLY. 
Defense Se<%etary Robert McNamara 1s 

getting to learn the hard way that a dollar 
saved sometimes can mean millions lost. 

It was back in 1962 that Mr. McNamara 
and his Whiz Kids of the Defehse Department 
pame up ~th t}te idea of a ,dual-purpose 
military airplane-dubbed ~t that time the 
TFX (t81Ctical fighter experimental)-which 
would involve a multibillion-dollar contract 
to supply one aircraft to both the· Air Force 
and the Navy. 

The big question at first was who was to 
get the contract. The rivalry narrowed to 
Boeing of Washington State and General 
Dynamics of ·Texas. The contract went to 
President Johnson's home state .. 

Some members of the Senate became in
terested when they began hearing reports 
that the contr81Ct had been let by the Defense 
Department despite the unanimous decision 
of the Pentagon Source Selection Board that 
the design submitted by Boeing was superior 
to that offered by General Dynamics, that 
the Boeing price was 100 million dollars lower 
than that bid by General Dynamics .and 
might run as lJlUCh £!.8 416 mil11on dollars 
lower, that Boeing had demonstrated on 
previous orders that it could produce for the 
military at prices even I.qwer than it ' liact 
estimated and that the memorandum of jus
tification on which the contract was awarded 
was full of inaccuracies. 

All these facts were brought to public light 
in the lengthy hearings which were held 
in 19~ by Senator JOHN .L. MCCLELLAN'S Sub
committee on Investigations ' of the Govern
ment Operations Committee. 

The Navy had objected strongly to the 
TFX,largely on the basis that a plane of such 
design would be too heavy to land safely on 
carriers, but there were many other objec; 
tions raised to the chosen TFX design not 
the least of which was that it would be far 
more costly than the-Boeing design. 

Secretary McNamara rode roughshod over 
the objections of. the military and the efforts 
of the Senate to · review the matter. The 
Government, he claimed, would save a- billion 
dollars on the General Dynamics des1gn 
mainly because it offered 85 per cent "com
monality" of parts on the Navy and A1r 
F'orce versions whi~e the Boeing design had 
"commonality" on only 60 per cent of its 

parts. McNamara's press agent explained 
''commonality" Wfl.S simply Pentagonese for 
interchangeable parts. 

Well, General Dynamics has been building 
some of these dual-purpose planes ~or test
ing. 
· The third model has been able to climb 
to only 48,000 feet--12,000 feet less than the 
Navy had specified for its purposes and 8,000 
feet less than Ge:Q.eral Dynamics had prom
ised. 

And, as the Navy had predicted, the test 
model weighed 14,000 pounds more than the 
safe weight for carrier landings. In addi
tion, it has flunked its tests as an outpost 
plane to intercept enemy aircraft because 
it lacks sufficient fuel capacity. The test 
planes could not even reach their destina
tions, much less "loiter" there on guard for 
the specified hour and a half. 

On top of all this, Chairman GEORGE H. 
MAHoN, Democrat of Texas, of the House De
fenae Appropriations Subcommittee has pro
jected the cost of 23 TFX prototype produc
tion planes at 1.5 billion dollars, or 416 mil
lion more than had been estimated when the 
contract was awarded and costs still are 
climbing. The Navy already has scaled back 
procurement from 350 to less than 150 
planes. , · -

Senator McCLELLAN, Democrat of Ar
kansas, has let it be known he pl·ans to re
sume his committee investigations of the 
niess early next year. 
· But Secretary McNamara also has let it be 
knp.wn tha~ he o~ce. ~gain will defend his 
decision and claim· the Government not only ' 
will save a billion dollars because of the 
"commonality" but that the figure will be 
closer now to 1.5 bililon. 

This despite the fact that the chair
man of the Defense Source Selection Board 
disposed of that argument three years ago 
by conceding that the accepted design had 
more interchangeable parts but that they 
added 1,450 pounds to the already o~er-. 
weight design for the .Navy craft. And he 
testified before the McClellan committee 
that the so-called interchangeable parts ad
vantage lay maihly in ·parts which seldom 
need .to be replaced be<;~use they get bToken 
only when the plane is destroy~. 

There has been a strong odor of politics 
in this whole defense contact and those who· 
sniffed . it three yeal's ago are ge,tting nau
seated now by the ~tench· that the tests hav~ 
developed. 

The defense secretary who is reputed to 
have a computer-like mind needs to be re
programmed. And it is up to Congress to 
see to it that this job is ·done before the 
military 1s ca~ht short of war-worthy air
craft as well as cotton pants. 

["From the Seattle (Wash.) Times, Aug. 5, 
1966] 

TFX-AN Iss~ THAT WILL NoT DrE 
The Air Force version is now called the 

F7 111. The Navy .ver,:;ion is the F-lllB. De
fense Secretary McNamara has proposed a 
strategic-b,omber version called the FB-111. 

But by whatever name, it's still TFX-a 
se~ of i;niti~ls that McNamara simply cannot 
erase from the minds of concerned Congress-
men and m111tary otncers. ' 

The TFX, of course, is the advanced mili
tary aircraft that military leaders wanted 
The Boeing Co. to bUild, but which Mc
Namara awarded to another company, partly 
becaUse Boeing, in McNamara's judgment, 
lacked "cost realism." 

Now, as The Wall Street Journal reported 
this week, "The billion dollars that McNa
mara claimed he would save by procuring 
essentially ·the same fighting plane for differ
ent missions seems to be evaporating." 
. The most-recent , test model of the Navy 
yersion 1s 14,000 pounds overweight, and 
Navy omcers believe the plane will not be 
able to carry out the primary mission for 
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which it -was designed. The Navy may give 
up on the TFX altogether. As for the com
bined Air Force and Navy project, over all, 
The · Journal reports: 

"If spare engines, ground equipment and 
other extras are included, what had been 
conceived as a $7.1-billion program for 1,704 
aircraft is now unofficially pegged at possibly 
$11 billion for 1,398 planes." 

Small wonder that Senator McCLELLAN, 
Democrat of Arkansas, chairman of a Senate 
investigations subcommittee, has passed word 
that he intends to resume next winter t,he 
TFX hearings that so bedeviled M~::Namara in 
1963. . 

The questions asked then will have even 
greater validity in the light of what has hap
pened since. 

AUTHORIZATION OF CONSTRUC
TION AT MILITARY INSTALLA
TIONS · 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Chair lay 
before the Senate a message from the 
House on S. 3105. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representative~ to the bill CS. 3105) to 

· authorize certain construction at mili
tary installations, and for other pur
poses which was to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

TITLE I 

SEC. 10E The Secretary of the Army may 
establish or develop military installations 
and facUities by acquiring, constructing, con
verting, rehab111tating, or installing perma.
nent or temporary public works, including 
site preparations, appurtenances, utilities, 
and equipment for the following projects: 

Inside th~ United States 
United States Continental Army Qommand 

· (First Army) 
Fort Devens, Massachusetts: Troop hous-

ing, $7,117,000. · 
Fort Dix, New Jersey: Trairling facilities, 

$1,914,000. ~ 
Fort Eustis, Virginia: Training fa.cllities, 

maintenance fa.cilities, and troop housing, 
$957,000. ' 
' Fort Knox, Kentucky: Training fac111ties, 
and utilities, $2,536,000. 

United States Military Academy, West 
Point, New York: Training fac111ties, storage 
fac111ties, community fac111ties·, and ut111ties, 
$15,747,000. 

(Third Army) 
Armed.Forces Examining Entrance Station. 

Montgomery, Alabama Administrative fac111-
t1es, $235,000. · 

Fort Campbell, Kentucky: OperatioJ:l,al 
facilities, $35-5,000. · · 

Fort Gordon, Georgia: Troop housing, ,$12,-
630,000. • ' . 

Fort Jackson, South Carolina: Training 
faciUties, and utilities, $4,072,000. ·~ 
. Fqrt Rucker, Alabama: Operational, faciU
ties, $318,000. 

(Fourth- Army) 
FOrt Bliss, TeX:as·: Maintenance facUlties, 

and research, development, and test,. fa.c111-
ties, $1,636,000. 

Fort Chaffe, Arkansas: Ututtles, $225,000. 
Fort Hood, Texas: Training fac111ties, and 

ut111ties, $1,871,000. 
Fott Polk, Louisiana: Training facllitles, 

$861,000. 
Fort Wolters, Texas: Training fac111ties, 

$1,026,000. "• . ' 
(Fifth Army) 

Fort Riley, Kansas: Troop housing, $3,100,-
{)00. " ' 

(Sixth Army) 
Fort Ord, California: Training facilities, 

$596,000. 
United States Army Materiel Command 
Atlanta Army Depot, Georgia: Utilities, 

$237,0Q.O. 
Charleston Army Depot, South Carolina: 

Utilities, $200,000. 
Edgewood Arsenal, Maryland: Research, de

velopment, and test facilities, and utilities, 
$3,293,000. 

Frankford Arsenal, Pennsylvania: Supply 
facilities, $249,000. 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania: 
Supply facilities, $193,000. 

Natick Laboratories, Massachusetts: Re
search, development, and test facilities, $109,-
000. 

PiGatinny Arsenal, New Jersey: Research, 
development, and test facillties, $620,000. 

Redstone Arsenal, Alabama: Research, de
velopm.ent, and test facilities, $600,000. 

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois: Research, de
velopment, and test facillties, $3,246,000. 

Sacramento Army Depot, California: Sup
ply facilities, $31,000. 

Sharpe Army Depot, California: Mainte
nance facUities, and supply fac1llties, 
$367,000. 

Tooele Army Depot, Utah: Supply facilities, 
$457,000. 

Watervliet Arsenal, New York: Research, 
development, and test faclllties, $955,000. 

White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico: 
Research, development, and test facilities, 
$2,336,000. 

United States Army Security Agency 
. Vint H_,tll Farms Station, Virginia: Opera
tlon{l.l facilities, $145,000. 
United States Army Strategic Oommunica

tlons Command 
Fort Lewis, Washington: Maintenance fa,.; 

cilities, $916,000. 
Fort Ritchie, Maryland: Ut111ties, $791,000. 

Uruted states Army Al~ka 
Fort Richardson, Alaska: Operational fa

cillties, supply facilities, and ut111ties, $1,814,-
000. 

Fort J. M, Wainwright, Alaska: Operational 
facilities, and utillties, $912,000. 

Outside the United States 
. United. States .Arnly Pa.ciftc 

• Okinawa: Ut111ties, $619,000. 
, United States Army Forces, Southern 

, • _Command 
Panama Oanal Zone: Operational fac111ties, 

and utilities,. $2,011,000. · 
· United States Army Materiel Command 

Kwa.jalein Atoll: Research, develOpment, 
and test facllities, $31,333,000. 

United States Army Security Agency 
'various' loca.tions: ' Operational f·iwmties, 

maintenance fac111t1es, supply facllltles, . ad
ministrative facilities, tr90p housing and 
community facilltl~, and ut111ties, $1,970,000. 
United States Army Strategic Communica-

. tlons Command• 
· VariouS ·locations: Operational facilities, 

$208,000. 
SEc. 102. The· Secretary of the Army may 

establish or develop classified military in
stallations and facUities by acquiring'; con
structing, converting, rehab1Utating, or in
stalling permanent or temporary public 
works, iricluding land acquisition, site prep
aration, appurtenances, utillties, and equip
ment in the total amount of $43,000,000. 

SEC. 103~ The Secretary of the Army may 
establish or develop Army installations and 
fac111ties by proceeding with construction 
made necessary by changes in Army missiollS 
and responsib111ties which have been occa
sioned by: (a) unforeseen security consid
erations, (b) new weapons developments, 
(c) new and unfor~een research and· devel-

opment requirements, or (d) improved pro
duction schedules,. if the Secretary of De
fense determines that deferral of such con
struction for inclusion in the next military 
construction authorization Act would be in
consistent with interests of national secu
rity, and in connection therewith to acquire, 
construct, convert, rehabilltate, or install 
permanent or temporary public works, in
cluding land acquisition, site preparation, 
..appurtenances, utilities, and equipment, in 
the total amount of $10,000,000: Provided, 
That the Secretary of the Army, or his des
ignee, shall notify the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, immediately upon reaching 
a final decision to implement, of the cost of 
construction of any public work undertaken 
under this section, including those real 
estate actions pertaining thereto. This ail~ 
tborization will expire as of S,eptember 30, 
1967, except f-or , those public works projects 
concerning which the Committees ·on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre~ 
sentatives have been notified pursuant to 
this section prior to that date. 

SEc. 104. (a) Public Law· 85-241, as 
amended, is amended under the heading 

. "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES" in section 101, 
as :(ollows: ( 1) Under the subheading "TECH
NICAL SERVICES FACILITIES (Ordnance Corps)", 
with respect to "Anniston Ordnance Depot, 
Alabama", strike out "$2,015,000" ·and insert 
in place thereof ~'$2',881,000". 

(b) Public Law 8~241, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause (1) of sec
tion 502, the amounts ~'$119,330,000" and 
"$296,809,000"· and inserting in_place thereof 
"$120,196,000"' and "$297,675,000", respec
tively. 

SEc. 105. (a) Public Law 87-554, as 
amended, is amended under the heading 
"INSIDE THE UNITED STATES" in section 101, 
as follows: ( 1) Under the subheading "TEcH
NICAL SERVICES FACILITIES (Ordnance Corps)", 
with respect to· "Letterkenny Ordnance De
pot, Pennsylvania", strike out "$411,000" and 
insert in place ·thereof "$466,000". 

(b) Public Law 87-554, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause ( 1) o! 
section 602 "$102,315,000'' and "$150,824,000" 
and inserting in place thereof "$102,370,000" 
and "$150,879,000", respectively. · 

SEc. 106. (a) Public Law 88-174, as 
amended, is amended under the heading 
"INSIDE THE UNITED STATES" in section 101, 
as follows: 

( 1) .. Under the SUbheading "CONTINENTAL 
ARMY COMMAND ·'(Second Army)", with re
spect to "Fort Belvoir, Virginia", strike out 
"$1,083,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$1,213,000". 

(2) With respec·t to "section 102", strike 
out "$8,900,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$9,11~,000". . 

(b) Publlc Law 88-174, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause ( 1) of sec
tion 602 ·''$155,696,000", "$8,900,000", and 
"$200,353,000" and inserting in place thereof 
"$155,826,000", "$9,112,000", and "$200,695,-
000", respectively. ' 
.- SEc. ·107. (a) Pubic Law 88-390, as amend
ed; is amended under the heading "INSIDE 
TH~ UNITED STATES" in section 101, as follows: 

( 1) Under the subheading "CONTINENTAL 
ARMY COMMAND (Second Army)", with re
spect to, "Fort Belvoir, V!Tglnia", strl~e out 
"$3,564,000" a,nd insert in place thereOf "$4-
113,000". 

(2) Under the subheading "CONTINENTAL 
ARMY COMMAND (Section Army)", with re
spect. to· "carllsle .. Barracks, Pennsylvania", 
strike out "$5,244,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$5,808,000". 

(3) Under ·the subheading .. CONTINENTAL 
ARMY COMMAND (Second Army)", With re
spect to "Fort Knox, Kentucky", strike out 
"$7,778,000" · and insert ·in place thereof 
"$8,566,000".. . 

)'' 
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(4) Under the subheading "coNTINENTAL 

ARMY COMMAND {Third Army)", wi·th respect 
to "Fort Benning, Georgia", strilte out "$5,-
452,000" and insert in place there "$6,483,-
000". 

(5) Under the subheading "coNTINENTAL 
ARMY COMMAND (Fifth Army)", With respect 
to "Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana", strike 
out "$1,652,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$1,836,000". . 

( 6) Under the subheading "CONTINENTAL 
ARMY OOMMAND (Sixth Army)", With respect 
to "Presidio of San Francisco, oalifornia", 
strike out "$283,000" and insert in plaoe 
thereof "$349,000". 

(7) Under the subheading "ARMY COMPO• 
NENT COMMAND (Alaska Command Area) ", 
with respect to "Fort Richardson, Alaska", 
strike out "$767,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$882,000" .. 

(b) Public Law 88-390, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause ( 1) of 

· section 602, "$259,697,000" and "$300,758,000", 
and inserting "$252,994,000" and "$304,055,-
000", respectively. 

SEC. 108. (a) Public Law 89-188 is amend
ed under heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES'' 
in section 101, as follows: · 

( 1) Under the subheading "coNTINENTAL 
ARMY COMMAND, LESS ARMY MATERIEL COM
MAND (First Army)", with respect to "Fort 
Devens, Massachusetts", strike out "$11,008,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$11,964,-
000". 

(2) Under the subheading "ARMY MATERIEL 
coMMAND", with respect to "Jefferson Prov~ 
ing Ground, Indiana", strike out "$52,000' 
and insert in place thereof "$71,000". 

(3) Under the SUbheading "ARMY MATERIEL 
coMMAND", with respect to "Sharpe Army De
pot, California", strike out "$175,000" and in
sert in place thereof "$261,000". 

(b) Public Law 89-188is amended by strik
ing out in clause ( 1) of section 602, "$252,-
661,000 and "$309,522,000", and inserting 
"$253,722,000" a~d "$310,583,0QO", respec
tively. 

TrrLE Il 
SEc. ' 201. The Se.cretary of the Navy may 

establish or develop m111tary installations and 
facilities by acqUiring, constructing, con~ert
ing, rehab111tating, or installing permanent, 
or temporary public works, incl}lding site 
preparation, appurtenances, ut111ties, and 
equipment for the following projects: 

Inside the United States 
Naval Ship Systems Command 

(Naval shipyards) 
Naval Shipyard, Boston, Massachusetts: 

Operational fac111ties, $11,397,000. 
Naval Shipyard, Bremertoi}, Washington: 

Operational fac111ties maintenance, fac111ties, 
and ut111ties, $1,928,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Charleston, South Caro
lina: Maintenance fac111ties, $535,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California: 
Operational fac111ties, and maintenance facil
ities, $186,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia: Opera
tional fac111ties, and maintenance fac111tie's, 
$1,628,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, Dahu, 
Hawaii: Operational fac111ties, and mainte
nance fac111ties, $940,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Pennsylva
nia: Operational facilities, and maintenance 
facilities, $1,368,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, New Hamp
shire: Operational facilities, and utilities, 
$295,000. 

Naval Shipyard, San Francisco Bay, CaU
fornia: Maintenance facilities at Hunters 
Point and on Mare Island, ' $2,782,000. 

(Research, development, test, and 
evaluation stations) 

Navy Marine Engineering Laboratory, An
napolis, Maryland: Research, development, 
and test faclltties, $600,000. 

David Taylor Model Basin, Carderock, 
Maryland: Research, development, and test 
fac111ties, $2,124,000. 

Fleet Base Facilities 
Naval Station, Brooklyn, New York: ·op

erational facilities, administrative facilities, 
and utilities, $1,700,000. 
• Naval Station, Long Beach, California: Op

erational facilities, and utilities, $1,658,000. 
Naval Submarine Base, New London, Con

necticut: Operational fac11ities, and troop 
housing, $2,377,000. 

Headquarters Support Activity, New Or
leans, Louisiana: Operational facilities, and 
administrative facilities, $500,000. 

Naval Station, Newport, Rhode Island: 
Troop housing, $1,124,000. 

Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Oahu, Ha
waii: Troop housing, $719,000. 

Naval Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor, Oahu, 
Hawaii: Troop housing, $1,346,000. 

Naval Station, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: 
Troop housing, $1,353,000. 

Naval Air Systeins Command 
(Naval air training stations) 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Chase Field, 
Texas: Maintenance facilities, $93,000. 

Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee: 
Training fac111ties, and troop housing, $3,-
882,000. 

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida: Real 
estate, $377,000. 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Saufiey Field, 
Florida: Utilities; $44,000. 

Naval Aux111ary Air Station, Whiting Field, 
Florida: Troop housing, $800,000. 

(Field support stations) 
Naval Station, Adak, Alaska: Maintenance 

fac111ties, and util1ties, $2,440,000. . 
Naval Air Station, Albany, Georgia: Op

erational and training facilities, and main
tenance facilities, $2,100,000. 

Naval Air Station, CecU Field, Florida: 
Maintenance fac111ties, and troop housing, 
$619,000. 
· Naval Air Station, Jacksonvllle, Florida: 
Operational facUlties, and maintenance facll
ities, $1,706,000. 

Naval Air Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey: 
Maintenance facillties, $69,000. · 

Naval Air Station, Lemoore, California: 
Maintenance facUlties, and utilities, $251,000. 

Naval Station, Mayport, Florida: Troop 
housing, $280,000.-

Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Virginia: Main
tenance facilities, $2,512,000. 

Naval Air Station, North Island, Cali
fornia: Troop housing, $1,920,000. 

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia: Op
erational and training facilities; mainte
nance facillties, and troop housing, $1,466,-
000. 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Ream Field, 
California: Operational fac111ties, mainte
nance fac111ties, and . ground improvements, 
$1,816,000. 

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Wash
ington: Medical facilities, $1,674,000. 

(Marine Corps air stations) 
Marine Corps Air Station, Beauford, South 

Carolina: Supply facilities, $491,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 

·North Carolina: Training facilities, and 
maintenance facilities, $572,000. -

Marine Corps Air FacUlty, New River, North 
Carolina: Troop-housing, $486,000. 

Marine Corps Air Fac1lity, Santa Ana, Cali
fornia: Operational fac1lities, $406,000. 

(Research, development, test, and evaluation 
stations) 

Naval Ordnance Test Station, China Lake, 
California: Research, development, and test 
facilities; $198,000. 

Naval Ordnance Labortary, Corona, Cali
fornia: Research, development, and test 
facilities, $743,000. 

Naval Aerospace - Recovery Facility, El 
Centro, California: Research, development, 
and test facilities, $430,000. 

Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst, New 
Jersey: Operational facilities, $691,000. 

Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River, 
Maryland: Maintenance facilities, and 
supply facilities, $283,000. 

Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu, Cali
fornia: Research, development, and test 
fac111ties on San Nicolas Island, $343,000. 

Naval Ordnance Systeins Command 
(Fleet readiness stations) 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Bangor, Wash
ington: Operational-facilities, $189,000. 

Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South 
Carolina: Maintenance facilities, $260,000. 

Naval Propellant Plant, Indian Head, Mary
land: Production facilities, $97,000. 

Naval Torpedo Station, Keyport, Washing
ton: Maintenance fac111t1es, $1,274,000. 
(Research, Development, Test, and Evalua

tion Stations) 
Naval Underwater Ordnance Station, New

port, Rhode Island: Ut111ties and ground im
provements, $86,000. 

Naval Ordnance Laboratory, White Oak, 
Maryland: Research, development, and test 
fac111ties, $3,847,000. 

Naval Supply Systems Command 
Naval Oceanographic Distribution Omce, 

Ogden, Utah: Administrative facilities, $236,-
000. 

Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, Wash
ington: Administrative fac111ties; and at the 
Seattle Annex, administrative fac111ties and 
community fac1Ut1es, $940,000. 

Navy Fuel Depot, San Pedro, California: 
Supply fac111tie~. $111,000. 

~arine Corps Fac111t1es 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Oali

fornia: Maintenance facUlties, administra
tive fac111ties, troop housing, and utllities, 
$3,166,000. 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island, 
South Carolina: Real estate, $168,000.

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, · 
California: Troop housing, $781,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palins, 
California: Operational fac11Jties, and supply 
fac111ties, $1,042,000. · 

Service School Fac111ties 
Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland: 

Utilities, $2,803,000. • 
Fleet Anti-Air Warfare Tra1n1ng Center, 

Dam Neck, Vfrgin~a: Training factutles/ $2,-
128,000. 
. Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, DU

nois ~ Training fac111ties, $24,000. 
Fleet 'Training Center, Newport, Rhode 

Island: Utilities, $167,000. 
Naval Training Center, ~oca1;ion to be de

termined: Training fac111ties, medical fac111-
ties, troop housing; and ut111ties and ground 
improvements, $14,900,000. 

Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training 
Fac111ty, Pearl Harbor, Oahu, Hawaii: Train
ing facilities, $452,000. 

Naval Training Center, San Diego, Califor
nia: Troop housing, and ut111ties, $5,727,000. 

Nuclear Weapons Training Center, Pacific, 
San Diego, California: Training fac111ties, 
$44,000. 

Medical Fac111ties 
Naval Hospital, Chelsea, Massachusetts: 

Hospital and med.lCal facilities, $9,300,000. 
Naval Hospital, Memphis, Tennessee: Hos

pital and medical facilities, and troop hous-
ing, $6,847,000. · 

Naval Submarine Medical Center, New 
London, Connecticut: Hospital and medical 
fac111ties, $4,957,000. 

Naval · Hospital, Portsmouth, Virginia: 
Community fac111ties, $48,000. 

.. 
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Communication FacUlties 

Naval Communication Station, Adak, 
Alaska: Troop housing, $1,197,000. · 

Naval Radio Station Northwest, Virginia: 
Utilities, $132,000. 

Various locations: Operational facilities, 
$1,057,000. 

Office of Naval Research FacUlties 
Naval Arctic Research Laboratory, Barro·w, 

Alaska: Research, development, and test 
facllities, administrative facilities, troop 
housing and community fac111ties, and utili
ties, $3,000,000. 

Naval Fac111ties Engineering Command 
Naval Construction Ilattalion Center, Dav

isville, Rhode Island: Operational fac111ties, 
$66,000. 

Navy Public Works Center, Newport, Rhode 
Island: Ground improvements, $100,000. 

Outside the United States · 
Naval Ship Systems Command 

Atlantic Undersea Test and Evaluation 
Center, West Indies: Research, development, 
and teet fac111ties; supply fac111ties, troop 
housing, and utilities and ground improve
ments, $1,371,000. 

1Naval Air Syste~ Command 
· Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam, Mariana 

Islands: Maintenance fac111ties, and commu
nity fac111ties, $159,000. 

Naval Air Station, Cubi Point, Republic of 
the Ph111pplnes: Troop housing, $530,000. 

Naval Air Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba: 
Troop housing, $2.,333,000. 

· Naval Station, .Kefia.vik, Ice~and: Opera-
tional fac111ties, $203,000. . 

Nava1 Air F,ac111ty, Naples, Italy: , Op~
tional fac111ties, $37,000. 

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads. ·Puerto 
Rico: Troop housing, $1,142,000. . 

MM'ine Corpe ~U.tles 
Camp Smedley D. Butler, Qkillf;\.we.: Supply 

fa.c111ties, admlnistra.tive fabiUties, and ®in
, munLty facilities, $1,056,000: 

Medical FacULties 
Naval HQ&Pttal, Gua.ntanamo Bay, Oube.: 

supply fa.<;llitie.s, and · medical facUlties, 
$279,000. . 

Naval Hosp~tal, ·Roosevelt Roads, Puerto 
Rico; Hospital·~ and medical faclUtles, a.n.cl 
troop houSing, $3,970,000, .! , 

Co~unieation Fac111t1es 
Naval Communlc:;a,tton Station, Nea Makrt, 

Greece: Troop housing and community f~-
.itle&. $363,qoo. . c ... 

Naval Communication Station, North West 
. C&pe,· Australia: Operational faCmties, and 
troop housing, $708,000. 

Naval Communication Station, San 'Miguel, 
Republic of the Phlllppines: Troop hotistng, 
$476,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Totsuka, Japan: Op-
erational !a.o111ties, $576,000. ' 

Various locations: Operational fac111tie's, 
' $715,000. 

SEC. 202. The Secretary of the Navy may 
establish or develop elass11led naval instal
lations and fac111ties by acqmrtng, convert
ing, rehab111tating, or installing permanent 
or tem~ public works, including land 
acquisition, si.te preparation, a.ppurtenances, 
ut111ties, and equipment in the total amount 
of $13,788,000. • 

SEC. 203. The Secretary of the Navy may 
establish or develop Navy installations and 
!ac111t1es by proceeding with ~nstruction 
made necessary bY changes in Navy m1ss1ons 
and responSibilities which have been oc
casioned by: (-a.) unforeseen security con
siderations, (b) new weapons developments, 
(c) new and unforeseen research and devel
opment requirements, or (d) improved pro
duction schedules, if the Secretary of De
fense determines' that deferral of suoh con
struction for inclusion in the ne~t mU1tary 

construction authorization Act would be in
consistent with interests of national security, 
and in connection therewith to acquire, con
struct, convert, rehabi11tate, or install per
manent or temporary public works, includ
ing land acquisition, site preparation, ap
purtenanc·es, ut111ties, and equipment, in the 
total amount of $10,000,000: Provided, That 
the Secretary of the Navy, or his desig:t;tee, 
shall notify the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives, immediately upon reaching a final de
cision to implement, of the cost of construc
tion of any public work undertaken under 
this section, including those real estate ac
tions pertaining thereto. This authoriza
tion will expire as of September 30, 1967, 
except for those public works projects con
cerning w~ich the Committees on Armed 
Services of tlle Senate and House of Rep
resentatives· have been notified pursuant to 
this section prior to that date. 

SEC. 204. (a) Public Law 88-174, as 
amended, is amended in section 201 under 
the heading "Inside the United States" and 
subheading "naval weapons fac111ties (Field 
Support -stations)", with respect to the Na
val Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida, and the 
Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Virginia, by strik-

. ing out 'l$150,0.00" and "$3,242;000", respec
tively, and inserting in place thereof "$182,-
000" and "$3,640,000", respectively. 

(b) Public Law 88-174, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause (2) of sec-

• tion 602 "$115,601,000" and "$202,500,000", 
and inserting in place thereof "$116,031,00()" 
and "$202,930,000", respectively. 

SEC. 205. (a) , Public Law 89-188 is 
amended in section 201 under the heading 
"Inside the United States" and subheading 
"Bureau of Ships F~111ties", 'with respect to 
tne Naval Shipyard, Boston, Massachusetts, 
by stri'kl:J?.g ·out "$5,105,000" and inserting in 

"place thereof "$7,998,000". . · . 
(b) Public Law 89-188 rs .amended by 

striking out 1.n: clause (2) of section 602 
· '"$225,877,000" and "$311,412,000", and insert
ing in place thereof "$228,770,000" and "$314,-

• 305,000", respe~tively. 

TITLE m 
· ~ SEd. 301. The Secretary of the Air Force 
may establish or d.evelop mmtary installa
tions and fac111ties by acquiring, construct
ing, conyerting, rehab111tating, or installing 
permanent or temporary public works, in
cluding site preparation, appurtenances, utn-

-!ties, and equipment, for the following proj
ects. 

1 ;1 Inside the United States 
Air Defense Command 

Duluth- Municipal Airport, Duluth, Min
nesota: Troop housing, $260,000. 

Hamilto'n Air Force Base, San Rafael, Cali
fornia: Ut111ties, $422,000. 

McChord Air Force Base, Tacoma, Wash
ington: Operational fac111ties and mainte
nance fac111ties, $528,000. 

NORAD, Headquarters, Colorado Springs, 
Colorado: Operational facilities, $3,797,000. 

Perrin Air Force Base, Sherman, Texas: 
Maintenance fac111ties, $61,000. 

~eterson Field, Colorado Springs, Colo
rado: Maintenance !ac111ties, $53,000. 

stewart Air Force Base, Newburgh, New 
York: Oper.art;ional fac111ties and ut1111iies, 
$154,000. 

Tyndall Air Force Ba.se, Panama Oity, 
Florida: Maintenance facilities, troop hous
ing, a.n:<I community faoULties, $1,280,000. 

Air Force Logistics Command 
9riftlss Air Force Base, Rome, New York: 

Research, development, and test facl.lities, 
$225,000. 

Hlll Air F~rce Base, Ogd~n. Utah: Opera
tional !oa.c11Lties, maintenance foa.cillties, re
search., development and test fac111ties, sup
ply fac:l.lttie.s, admin.1strat1ve fac111t1es, troop 
housi.Iig, and utilities, $1,504,000. 

Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas: 
Operational fa.c111ties, admlnistrative fa.c111-
ties and utilities, $450,000. 

McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento, 
California: Operational faciUties, mainte
nance facilities, and adm1nistrative fac111ties, 
$2,281,000. 

Robins Air Force Base, Macon, Georgia.: 
Maintenance faclllties, $154,000. 

Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma. Oity, Ok
lahoma.: Maintenance facilities, troop hous
ing, and ut111ties, $2,615,000. 

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton, 
Ohio: Oper81tional facilities, research, devel
opment, and test fao111ties, administrative 
fa.c1Uties, troop housing, and utlllties. 
$5,100,000. 

Air Force Systems Command 
Arnold Engineering Development CeDJter, 

Tullahoma, Tennessee: Operational faclll ties, 
research, development, and test faciUties, 
$2,835,000. 

Edwards Air Force Base, Muroc, Oa.l1forn1a: 
Reeea.rch, development, and test fac111ties, 
$3,366,000. 

Eglin Air Force Base, Valpe.raiso, Florida: 
Training fac111ties, maintenance f·a.cilities, re
search, development, and test facilities, sup
ply f:ac111ties, and hospital faciUties, 
$6,277,000. 

Eglin Aux111ary Airfield Number 9, Val
para.lso, Florida: Maintenance fac111ties and 
ut111t1es, $705,000. 

Holloman Air Force Base, Alamogordo, New 
Mexico: Operational fac111ties, maintenance 
fac111ties, research development, and test fa
c111tJ,es, troop housing, and community !acUi
ties, $4,575,000. 

Los Angeles Air Force Station, Los Angeles, 
California: Administrative fa.c1Uties, $195,000. 

Patrick Air · Force Base, Cocoa, Floridf\: 
Operational :f·aciUties and supply fac111t1es, 
$484,000. ' 

Various locations: Operational facUlties, 
troop housing, and ut111t1es, $1,192,000. 

.Air Training Command 
Chanute Air Force Base, Rantoul, Illinois: 

Training fac111ties and ut111ties, $586,000. 
Craig Air Force Base, Selma, Alabama.: 

Maintenance facilities, $226,000. 
Laredo Air Force Base, Laredo, Texas: 

Maintenance fac111ties, $220,000. 
, Laughlin Air Force Base, Del Rio, Texas: 
' Operational and training facilities and 
maintenance facilities, $675,000. 

Lowry Air Force Base, Denver, Colorado: 
Training fac111ties and ut111ties, $2,615,000. 

Mather Air Force Base, Sacramento, Cali
fornia: Operational and training fac1Uties, 
maintenance fac111ties and troop housing, 
$2,359,000. 

Moody Air Force ·Base, Valdosta., Georgia: 
Maintenance fac111ties, $225,000. 

Randolph Air Force Base, San Antonio, 
Texas:- Maintenance facilities, $236,000. 

Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas: Op
erational and training facilities and mainte
nance facilities, $546,000. 

Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita Falls, 
Texas: Operational and training fac11ities, 
maintenance fac111ties, and troop housing, 
$1,935,000. 

Vance Air Force Base, Enid, O:Klahoma: 
Operational fac111ties and maintenance facili
ties, $1,169,000. 

Webb Air Force Base, Big Spring, Texas: 
Maintenance fac111ties, $226,000. 

Williams Air Force Base, Chandler, Ari
zona: Maintenance !acUities, $331,000. 

Alaskan Air Command 
Eielson Air Force Base, Fairbanks, Alaska.: 

Operational facilities and utllities, $1,655,000. 
Elmendorf Air Force Base, Anchorage, Alas

ka: Operational facilities and ut111ties, $1,-
265,000. 

Various locations: Operational facUlties, 
maintenance facilities, supply fac111ti~s. troop 
housing, and ut111ties, $1,200,000. 
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Headquarters Command 

Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, 
Maryland: Operational fac111ties, mainte
nance fac111ties, and ut111ties, $1,033,000. 

M111tary Airlift Command 
Charleston Air Force Base, Charleston, 

South Carolina: Operational facUlties, $212,-
000. 

McGuire Air Force Base, Wrightstown, 
New Jersey: Maintenance fac111ties, $1,920,-
000. 

Norton Air Force Base, San Bernardino, 
California: Operational and training fac111-
ties, maintenance fac111ties, supply fac111ties, 
and troop housing, $7,706,000. 

Travis Air Force Base, Fairfield, California: 
Operational fac111ties, $514,000. 

Pacific Air Force 
Hickam Air Force Base, Honolulu, Hawaii: 

Supply fac111ties, $193,000. 

Strategic Air Command 

Mcconnell Air Force Base, Wichita, Kan
sas: Training fac111ties and real estate, $609,-
000. 

Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, Myrtle Beach, 
South carolina: Operational and training 
fac111ties and maintenance fac111ties, $371,000. 

Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vegas, Nevada: 
Training fac111ties and maintenance facili
ties, $1,165,000. 

Shaw Air Force Base, Sumter, South Caro
lina: Maintenance fac111ties, $473,000. 

United States Air Force Academy
United States Air Force Academy, Colo

rado Springs, Colorado: Troop housing and 
ut111ties, $10,758,000. 

Aircraft control and Warning System 
Various locations: Maintenance facilities, 

supply fac111ties, medical fac111ties, troop 
housing, community fac111ties, utllities, and 
real estate, $3,713,000. 

United States Air Force Security Service 
Barksdale Air Force Base, Shreveport, Lou- Goodfellow Air Force Base, San Angelo, 

isiana: Maintenance faclllties, troop housing Texas: Community fac111t1es, $493,000. 
and utilities, $1,263,000. 

Bunker Hill Air Force Base, Peru, Indiana: 
Operational fac111ties, $106,000. 

Outside the United States 
Air Defense command 

Carswell Air Force Base • .Fort Worth, Texas: Various locations: Operational faclllties, 
Training facilities . and maintenance fac111- $238,000. 
ties, $1,231,000. 

Castle Air Force Base, Merced, California: 
Maintenance facilities, supply fac111ties and 
troop housing, $2,203,000. 

Military Airlift command 
Various locations: Ut111ties, $396,000. 

Paclflc Air Force 
Columbus Air Force Base, Columbus, Mis- various locations: Operational facilities, 

slssippi: Training facil1t1es and util1ties, supply fac111ties, troop housing, community 
$494,000. 

1 

..... facilities .. and ut111ties, $6,189,000. 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, TUcson, 

Arizona: Maintenance fae111ties and ut111tles, Strategic Air Command 
$591,000. Andersen Air Force Base, Guam: Ope~a-

Ellsworth Air Force Base, Rapid City, South tlonal fac111ties, $22,000. 
Dakota: Maintenance fac111t1es, $397,000. Ramey Air Force Base, Puerto Rico: Re~l 

Grand Forks Air Force Ba$e, Grand Forks, estate, $63,000. 
North Dakota: Operational fac111ties, main- Various· locations: Maintenance tac111ties 
tenance fac111ties, and troop housing, $941,- ' and· community" facilities, $1,?. 03,000. 
000. ' 

Little Rock Air Force 'Base, Little Rock, United States Air Forces in Europe 
Arkansas: Operational fac111ties and supply - Valj.(,)us locations: Operational and. train
fac111ties, $361,000. . · lng fac111ties, maintenance- facilities, supply 

March Air Force Base, Riverside, Callfor- facllities, troop housing, and ut111ties, $3,
nia: Operational fac111ties, maintenance fa- 513,0QO. 
c111tles, supply fac111ties, and troop housing, Ul11ted States Air Force Southern Command 
$3,2:40,000. ' - Howard Air Force Base, ·canal Zone: Oper-

McCoy Air Force Base, Orlando. Florida: ~tiona! fac111ties and utll1ties, $1,244,000. -
Maintenance fac111ties, $199,000. ' United States A1r Force security service 

Minot Air Force Base, Minot, North Da-
kota: Troop housing, $440..000. V~rious locations: Operational fac111ties, 

Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska: maJ.nt~nance facll1ties, supply facll1ties, troop 
AdminisW'ative facilities and ut111ties, $762,- housing and utll1ties, $1,123,000. · 

. 000. I SEc . . 302. The Secretary of the A1r Force 
Vandenberg Air Force Base, Lompoc, •Cali- . may,. establish or. develop classified military 

fornia: O~rational fac111ties, community installations and f.ac111ties by acquiring, con
fac111ties, and ut111t1es, $622,000. structing, converting, rehabll1tating, or in

Westover Air Force Base-, Chicopee Falls, stalllng permanent or temporary public 
Massachusetts: Troop housing and ut111ties, woJ.lks, .including land acquisition, site prep
$350,000. aration, appurtenances, utll1ties, and equip.

Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Oscoda, Michl- .ment in the total amount of $95,447,000. 
gan: Operational fac111ties and troop hous- ' SEc. 303. The Secretary of the Air Force 
ing, $358,000. may establish or develop Air Force insta;lla

Tactical Air command 
- Bergstrom Air Force Base, Austin, Texas: 
Operational anq training t:ac111ties, mainte
nance facilities, administrative fac111t1es, and 
troop housrng, $4,580,000. 

cannon Air Force Base, Clovis, New Mexi
co: Maintenance facllities, troop housing, 
and real estate, $2,147,000. 

England Air Force Base, Alexandria, Lou
isiana: Operational and training fac111ties, 
maintenance fac111t1es, and utllities, $2,187,-
000. 

George Air Force Base, Victorville, Cali
fornia: Training fac111ties and administra
tive facllities, $598,000. 

Langley Air Force :flase, Hampton, Vir-
ginia: Ut111ties, $468,000. · 

Luke Air Force Base, Phoenix, Arizona: 
Maintenance fac111ties, $203,000. 

MacDlll Air Force Base, Tampa, Florida: 
Maintenance facilities, $1,006,000. 

tions and fac111ties by proceeding with con
struction made necessary by changes in Air 
Force missions and responsib111ties which 
have been occasioned by (a) unforseen se
curity considerations, (b) new weapons de
velopments, (c) new and unforeseen research 
and development requirements, or (d) im
proved production schedules, if the Secre
tary of Defense determines that deferral of 
such construction for inclusion in the next 
mll1tary construction authorization Act 
would be inconsistent with interests of na
tional security, and in connection therewith 
to acquire, construct, convert, rehabllitate, 
or install permanent or temporary public 
works, including land acquisition, site preps
rattan, appurtenances, utilities, and equip
ment, in the total amount of $10,000,000: 
Provided, That the Secretary of the Air Force 
or his designee, shall notify the Committees 
on Armed services of the Senate and House 
of Repr~s~ntatives, immediately upon reach-

ing a final decision to implement, of the cost 
of construction of any public work under
taken under this section including those real 
estate actions, pertaining thereto. This au
thorizati~n wm expire as of September so, 
1967, except for those public works projects 
concerning which the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives have been notified pursuant to 
to this section,_ prior to that date. 

SEc. 304. (a) Public Law 87-554, as 
amended, is amended in section 301 under 
the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES" and 
SUbheading "TACTIC"-L AIR COMMAND", with 
respect to Nellls Air :Force Base, Las Vegas, 
Nevada, by striking out "$3,136,000" and in
serting in place thereof "$3,416,000". 

(b) Public Law 87-554, as amended, is 
amended by striki~g out in clause (3) of sec
tion 602 the amounts "$131,679," and "$743,-
407,000" and inserting in place thereof 
"$131,959,000" and "$743,687,000", respec
tively. 

SEC. 305. (a) Public Law 88-390 is amend
ed in section 301 under the heading "INsmE 
THE • UNITED STATES" and SUbheading "MILI
TARY AIR TRANSPORT. SERVICE", With respect to 
McGuire A1i Force Base, Wrightstown, New 
Jersey, by striking out "$687,000" and insert
ing in place thereof "$786,000". 

(b) Public Law 88-390 is amended by 
striking out in clause (3) of section 602 the 
amounts "$165,228,000" and "$300,348,000" 
and inserting in place thereof "$165,327,000" 
and "$303,447,000", respectively. 

TITLE IV 
SEc. 401. The Secretary of Defense may es

tablish or develop military installations and 
fac111ties by acquiring, constructing, con
verting, rehab111tating, or installing perma
nent or temporary public works, including 
site preparation, appurtenances, ut111ties, 
and equ1pment, for defense agencies for the 
following projects: ; 

Inside the United States 
Defense Atomic Supp6rt Agency 

Armed Fo~es Radiobiology ~h Insti
tute, Bethesda, Maryland: Research, develop
ment, and test fac111ties, $1,89o;ooo. 

Defense Communications Agency 
· Headquarters, Defense Communications 

~gency, Building 12, Navy Department Serv
ice dcenter, Arlington, Virginia: Ut111ties, 
$29 ,000. ' 

Defense Supply Agency 
Defense constrw::tion Supply Center, co

lumbus, Ohio: Supply fac111ties, $59,000 • 
Defens~ Depot, Memphis, Tennessee: Sup-

ply fac111t1es, $171,000. . 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Phila

delphia, Pennsylvania: Research, develop
ment, and test fac111ties, $257.000. 

Defense Depot, Tracy, california: Supply 
fac111ties, $50,000. . 

Defense Electronics SUpply Center, Dayton, 
Ohio: Administrative fac111ties, $428,000. 

National Security Agency 
Fort Meade, Maryland: Troop housing, 

$550,000. 
Kent· Island, Maryland: Research develop

ment, and test fa.c111ties, $30,000. 

OUtS'tde the United States 
Defense Atomic Support Agency 

Johnston Island: Research, d-evelopment, 
and test fac111ties, $1,750,000. 

National Security Agency 
Frankfurt Post, Tanus District, Germany: 

Operational fac111ties, $400,000. 
TITLE V 

Military family housing 
SEc. 501. The first sentence of section 515 

of Public Law 84-161 (69 Stat. 352), as 
amended, is amended by striking out "1966 
through and including 1967" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "1967 and 1968". 
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SEC. 502. Section 1594j of title 42, United 
States Code, is amended at' subsection (a) by 
deleting the periOd at the end thereof, sub
stituting a cblon therefor; and adding the 
following: "Provided, That notwithstanding 
the fair rental value of such quarters, or of 
any other housing facilities under the juris
diction of a. department or s;gency of the 
United States, no rental charge for occupancy 
of family u1lits designated as other than pub
lic quarters shall be made against the basic 
allowance for quarters of a member of a uni
formed service in excess of 75 per centum of 
such allowance, except that in no event shall 
the net rental value charged to the member's 
basic allowanc'e ·for quarters be lesS than the 
costs of maintaining and operating the 
housing." 

SEC. 503. Section 406(a) of the Act of Au
gust 30, 1957, 71 Stat. 556 (Public Law 85-
241), >as amended, is amended to read as fol
lows: "Notwithstanding the provisions of any 
other law, and effective July 1, 1958, no fam
ily h'Ousing units shall be contracted for or 
acquired at or in support of military inst~l
lations or activities, unless the actual num
ber of units involved has been · specifically 
authorized by an annual military construc
tion authorization Act except (1) housing 
units acquired pursuant to the provisions of 
section 1594a of title 42, United States Code; 
(2) rental guarantee family housing author
ized under section 507 of the Act of Novem
ber 7, 1963 (77 Stat. 307, 326) as amended by 
section 505 of the Act of September 16, 1965 
(79 Stat. 793, 814) : Provided, That the aggre
gate amount guaranteed under such agree
ments entered into during the fiscal years 
1966 and 1967 shall not exceed such amount 
as may be applicable to five· thousand units; 
and (3) housing units leased for terms of one 
year, whether renewable or not, or for terms 
of not more than five years pursuant to the 
provisions· of section 2675 of title 10, 'Qnited 
States Code." 

SEc. 504. There is authorized to, be appro
priated for use by the secretary of Defense 
or his designee as authorized by law for sup
port of military family housing, including 
operating expenses, leasing, maintenance of 
real property; pay~ents of principal and in
terest on mortgage debts incurred, payments 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation and 
mortgage insurance premiums authorized 
under sections 222 of the National Hou!'ling 
Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1715m). an 
amount not to ·exceed $510,236,000. 

. ' 
TITLE VI 

' General provisions 
SEc. 601. The Secretary of e.ach military 

department may pl"oceed. to establish or _de
velop installations and fac111ties under this 
Act withou·t regal"d. to section 3648 of theRe
vised ·statutes, as amended (31 u.s.c. 529), 
and sections 4774(d) and 9774(d) o!'title 10, 
United. States Cod.e.J -The authority to place 
permanent or temporary improvements. on 
land includes authority for surveys, adminis
tration, overhead., planning, and supervision 
incident to construction. That authority 
may be exercise$1 before title to the land is 
approved under section 355 of the Revised. 
Statutes, as amended. (40 U.S.C. 255), and 
even though the land is held temporarily. 
The authority to acquire real estate or land 
includeS authority to make S\lrveys and to 
acquire land, and interests in land (including 
temporary use) , by. gift, purchase, exchange 
of Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

SEC. 602. There are authorized. to be f!.P
propriated such sums as may be necessary for 
the purposes of this Act, but appropriations 
for public works projects authorized by titles 
I, II, III, IV, and V shall not exceed-

(1) for title I: Inside the United States, 
$72,667,000; outside the United States, $36,-
141,000; section_102, $43,000,000; or. ~ total of 
$151,808,000. 

(2) for title II: Inside the' United. States, 
$126,398,000; outside the United States, $13,-
918,000; section 202, $13,788,000; or a total of 
$154,104,000. 

(3) for title III: Inside the United. States, 
$107,889,000; outside the United States, $14,-
091,000; section 302, $95,447,000; or a total of 

-$217,427,000. -
(4) for title IV: A total of $5,875,000 . . 
( 5) for title V: Military family housing, 

a total of $510,236,000. 
SEC. 603. Any of the amounts named in 

titles I, II, III, and IV of this Act, may, in the 
discretion of the Secretary ooncerned, be in
creased. by 5 per centum,fO:r projects insi~e 
the United States (other than Alaska) and 
by 10 per centum for projects outside the 
United States or in Alaska, if he determines 
in the case of any particular project tha;t 
such increase (1) is required for the sole pur
pose of meeting unusual yariations in cost 
arising in connection with that project, and 
(2) · could not have been reasonably antici
pated at the time such project was submitted 
to the Congress. However, the total costs of 
all projects in eaoh sucp. title may not be 
more than the total amount authorized. to be 
appropriated for projects in that' title. 

SEc. 604. Whenever- · ' 
.(1) the President determines that compli

ance with section 2313(b) of title 10, United 
States Code, for contracts made · under. this 
act for the establishment or development of 
m111tary installations and facilities in foreign 
countries would interfere with the carrying 
out of this Act; and 

(2) the Secretary of Defense and the Comp
troller General have agreed upon alternative 
methods of adequately auditing those con
tracts; 
the President may exempt those contracts 
from the requirements of that section. ~ 

SEC. 605. Contracts for construction made 
by the Un,ited States for perform~nce within 
the United States and its posse.ssions under 
this Act shall be executed under the juris
diction and supervision of the Corps of Engi
neers, Department of the Army, or. the Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command, Department 
of the Navy, unless the Secretary of Defense 
or his designee determines that because such 
jurisdiction and supervisions is wholly im
practicable such contracts should be executed 
under the jurisdl!Jtion and supervision of an
other department or Government agency, 
and, shall be awarded, i.nsofar as practicable, 
on a competitive basis to the lowest respon
sible bidder, 'if the national security will not 
be impaired and the award is consistent with 
chapter 1:37 of title 10, United States· Code. 
Regulations issued by the Secretary of De
fense implementing the ' .provisions of this 
section shall provide the department or 
agency requiring such construction with the 
right to select either the Corps of. Engineel%, 
Department of the Army, or the Naval Facu
lties Engineering Command, Department of 
the Navy, as its construction ·agent, pro
viding that under the facts ·and cir
cumstances that exist at the time of the 
selection of the construction. agent, such 
selection will not result-in any increased. cost 
to the United States. The Secretaries of the 
military departments shall report semian
nually to the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives with 
respect to all contracts awarded on other 
than a competitive basis to the lowest re
sponsible bidder. 

SEc. 606. (a) Notwithstanding the repeal 
provisions of section 606 of the Act of · Sep
tember 16, 1965, Public Law 89-188 (79 Stat. 
815), all authorizations for military public 
works (other than family housing) , con
tained in .the Act of August 1, 1964, Public 
Law 88-390 (78 Stat. 363) ., and all such au
thor:izations contained .in the Act of Septem
ber 16, 19'65, Public Law 89-188, including 
prior authorizations .extended by section 606 
(a) (3) of said Act of September 16, 1965, to 
be accomplished by the Secretary of a m111-

tary department ·'in co1lnection with the es
tabllshment or development · of military in
stallations and facilities, and all authoriza
tions for appropriations therefor, and not 
superseded or otherwise_ modified, are hereby 
authorized, and shall remain in full force 
and effect-until October' 1, 1968. 

(b) Notwithstanding the · provisions of 
section 606 of the Act of September 16, 1965, 
Public Law 89-188 (79 Stat. 815), effective 
October 1, 1968, all authorizations for con
str'-lction of family housing which are con
tained. iri this Act or the Act of September 16, 
1965, Public Law 89-188, including ~lor au
thorizations for construction of family hous
ing saved . from repeal by the provisions of 
section 606(b) of such Act of September 16, 
1965, are repealed except the ·authorization 
for family housing projects as to which funds 
have been obligated for construction con
tracts or land acquisitions or manufactured 
structural component contracts in whole or 
in part before such date. 

SEc. 607. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, none of the military public 
works authorized. by title I, n, lli, or IV of 
this Act may be placed under contract until 
such - ti~e as those. ~Uitary public works 
previously authoriZed. by law, and for which 
funds have' been appropriated and for which 
the authorization has been extended by sec
tion 606 of this Act, have been placed under 
contract. The foregq~ng provision shall not 
apply to mi~itary public works previously 
authorized by law which haye heretofore been 
deferred. and which are certified by the Sec
retary of Defense to be no longer current and 
necessary to the mission of the military de
partment or military installation concerned. 
Certifications by the Secret~ry of Defense 
under this section -shall be made in writing 
to the Committees on Armed. Services of the 
Senate an4 House of Representatives. 

Notwi~p..sta.I)ding the foregoing provisions 
of this section, any military public work au
thorized by title I, II, III, or IV of this Act 
may. be placed under contz:act if the Secretary 
of Defense determines and certifies in wrl.ting 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and :S:ouse of Representatives that 
sucl;l project is ,(1) urgently required in the 
interests of national defense, and (2) more 

·essential to the interests of national defense 
than those milltary public works previously 
authorized .by law, described. in ·the first sen
tence of this section. 

SEc. ·608. The 'last sentence of section 
2674(a) of title 10, United . States Code, as 
amended, is amended by changing the figure 
"$15,000" to "$25,000". 

SEc. 609. None of the authority contained 
in titles I, II, Ill, and IV of this Act shall be 
deemed to authorize any butlding construc
tion project inside the United States (other 
than Alaska) at a unit cost in excess of-

-t-' (1) $32 per square toot ' for cold-storage 
warehousing; 

(2) $8 per square foot for regular ware-
housing; , 

(3) $3,450 per man . for permanent bar-
racks· -

' (4) ·· $10,500 per man for bachelor . omcer 
quarters; unless the Sec:r:etary of Defense or 
his designee d~termi:ries that, because of 
special circumstances, application to such 
project of-the limitations on unit costs con
tained. in this section is impracticable. . 

SEc. 610. (a) On and after the date of 
· enactment of this Act all construction au
thorized in annual Intlitary construction au
thorization Acts shall be designed using tech
niques developed by the Office of Civil De
fense to maximize fallout protection, where 
such can be done without impairing the 
purpose for which the construction is au
thorized or the effectiveneSs of the structure, 
unless exempted from this requirement un
der regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
of Defense or his designee. 

(b) The ·Secretary of Defense shall make 
appropriate provision for the utilization of 
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technical design and construction methods 
in the preparation of design and construc
tion plans and in construction under this 
Act, to assure carrying out the purposes of 
this section; and for such purposes expendi
tures on individual projects sha'u not exceed 
one per centum of the amount authorized 
for that project. · 

SEc. 611. Section 607(b) of Public Law 
89-188 is amended by deleting the words 
"July 1, 1967" and inserting in lieu thereof 
the words "July 1, 1972" and adding at the 
end thereof "nor shall any of this land be set 
aside or committed by the Department of 
Defense for use by any other agency of the 
Federal Government other than the Depart
ment of Defense. However, the Department 
of Defense may enter into a leasing arrange
ment with the Feder~l Aviation Agency for 
a period not to exceed five years and subject 
to a one-year revocation provision whereby 
the Federal Aviation Agency or its designee 
may operate the runways, taxiways, hangers, 
parking aprons, and other related facilities 
at the Bolling-Anacostia complex for appro
priate aviation purposes. The said lease 
shall not include facilities which are re
quired for military activities. Such leasing 
arrangements shall be reported to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives." 

SEc. 612. In the case of any pu'blic works 
project for which advance planning, con
struction design and architectural services 
are estimated to cost $50,000 or more, which 
are to be funded from moneys hereafter ap
propriated for such purposes pursuant to 
authority of section 723 of title 31, U.S.C., 
the Secretary of Defense shall describe the 
project and report the estimated cost of such 
services not less than 30 days prior to initial 
obligation of funds therefor to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives. 

SEc. 613. Section 611 of the Military Con
struction Authorization Act, 1966 (79 Stat. 
818), is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) No camp, post, station, base, yard, or 
other installation under the authority of 
the Department of Defense shall be closed or 
abandoned until the expiration of thirty 
days of continuous session of the Congress 
following the date on which the Secretary of 
Defense or the Secretary of a military de
partment makes a full report of the facts 
including the justification for such proposed 
action to the Congress. 

"(b) For the purposes of subparagraph (a) 
continuity of session shall be considered as 
broken only by an adjuomment of the Con
gress sine die; but in the computation of 
the thirty-day period there shall be excluded 
the days on which either House is not in 
session because of an adjournment of more 
than three days to a day certain. 

"(c) This section shall apply only to posts, 
camps, stations, bases, yards, or other in
stallations that are located in the United 
States and Puerto Rico and have a total mili
tary and civilian complement of more than 
two hundred and fifty. It shall not apply 
to any facility used primarily for river and 
harbor projects or flood control projects." 

SEC. 614. Titles I, II, III, IV, V, and VI of 
this Act may be cited as the "Military Con
struction Authorization Act, 1967". 

TITLE VII 

Reserve forces facilities 
SEc. 701. Subject to chapter 133 of title 10, 

United States Code, the Secretary of Defense 
may establish or develop additional fac111-
ties for the Reserve Forces, including the 
acquisition of land therefor, but the cost of 
such facilities shall not exceed-

(1) for the Department of the Navy: Naval 
and Marine Corps Reserves, $5,000,000. 

(2) for Department of the Air Force: 
(a) Air National Guard of the United 

States, $8,900,000. 
(b) Air Force- ~ese:J;ve, $3,300,000. 

SEc. 702. The Secretary of Defense may es
tablish or develop installations and facilities 
under this title without regard to section 
3648 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (31 
U.S.C. 529), and sections 4774(d) and 9774 
(d) of title 10, . United States Code. The 
authority to place permanent or tempo:r;ary 
improvements, on land includes authority for 
surveys, administration, overhead, planning, 
and supervision incident to construction. 
That authority may be exercised before title 
to the land is approved under section 355 
of the Revised Statutes, as amended (40 
U.S.C. 255), and even though the land is 
held temporarily. The authority to acquire 
real estate or land includes authority to make 
surveys and to acquire land, and interests 
in land (including temporary use), by gift, 
purchase, exchange of Government-owned 
land, or otherwise. 

SEc. 703. This title may be cited as the 
"Reserve Forces Facilities Authorization Act, 
1967". 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree to the amend
ment of the House of Representatives to 
the bill (S. 3105), the military construc
tion bill, request a conference with the 
House thereon, and that the Chair ap
point conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. JACKSON, 
Mr. CANNON, Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. 
TowER conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I have undertaken to consult the 
leadership on the other side of the aisle. 
I ask unanimous consent that when· the 
Senate concludes its business today, it 
stand in recess untilll o'clock tomorrow 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Louisiana? The Chair hears nope, 
and it is so ordered. · 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that all 
committees be permitted to meet during 
the session of the Senate tomorrow until 
12 o'clock noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the 
Senator for yielding. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
serttatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the Sen
ate had passed, without amendment, the 
bill <S. 2104) ·for the relief of Harriet C. 
Chambers. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of . the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments ~of the Senate to the bill 
(H.R. 13881) to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to regulate the transpor
tation, sale, and handling of dogs and 
cats intended to be used for purposes of 

research or experimentation, and for 
other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to Jthe bill 
<H.R. 15456) making appropriations for 
the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1967, and for other pur
poses; that the House receded from its 
disagreement to the. amendments of the 
Senate numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 
22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 
33, 42, 43, and 46 to the bill, and con
curred therein, and that the House re
ceded from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 13, 
35, 53, and 54 to the bill, and concurred 
therein, severally with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1967 · 

The' Senate resumed the considera
tion of the bill <H.R. 15941 > making ap
propriations for the Department of De
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1967, and for other purposes. 

MOTION TO DEFER CONSIDERATION 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, about ari 
hour and a quarter ago I came to the 
floor of the Sena~ and, after a short col
loquy with the able senior Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL], agreed with him 
that we should have a live quorum, at the 
end of which I should make a motion to 
set aside temporarily, and for a quite 
short time, further consideration of this 
bill for reasons which I shall state in a 
moment. 

Due to an unfortunate misunderstand
ing between me . and some of tqe at
taches, I was not notified, as I had been 
assured I would be, that a live quorum 
was about to be completed. So I was 
not here to make the motion when the 
Chair announced that a quorum was 
present. -

The Senator from Georgia, who was 
entirely within his lights, then under
took to make his explanation. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. May I say 
that I looked around to see if the Senator 
was in the Chamber, and he was not here. 
The Senate is. not accustomed to have a 
hiatus after a bill is laid before it, so I 
proceeded to make my statement. 

Mr. CLARK. I assure the Senator 
from Georgia that I have no criticism 
of his action. I am sure I would have 
done the same under similar circum
stances. But the fact is that I was not 
notified, as I should have been. That is 
the reason why my statement has been 
deferred until now. · 

Mr. President, I am well aw'are .of 'the 
parliamentary procedure under which, 
when I make my motion, I lose the floor, 
and a motion to table is then in order, 
which would make it impossible for me 
to state to the Senate the reasons why I 
shall make this motion. Accordingly, I 
shall discuss--though not at any sub
stantial length-the reasons which impel 
me to rise at this time. 



19522 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE August 16, 1966 
I shall be happy to yield to any other 

Senators who would care to ask me any 
questions when I complete my statement, 
which I assure my fellow Senators will 
not take more than 10 minutes. Then 
I shall make the motion, which may or 
may not then be found to be open to a 
motion to table without further discus
sion. 

I shall in due course-though I am 
not doing so now-move to temporarily 
set aside further consideration of this 
bill until Monday next at noon-noon 
being the normal time for the Senate to 
convene on a Monday. 

In support of· that motion, I should 
like to note that this bill carries with it, 
I think-and Senators on the committee 
will correct me if I am in error-by far 
the largest appropriation of any bill 
which will come before the Senate this 
year. The committee notes the enor
mous sum of $59,624,575,000 as its recom
mendation for the sums to be financed 
in the coming fiscal year. 

Of this enormous amount, $58,189,-
872,000 is to be financed from. appropri
ations, and the other . $1,434,765,000 will 
be flnance,d from other sources. 

This is moreover, in detail as well as 
in substance, the most complicated bill 
which will come before the Senate this 
year. We have been accustomed, in the 
past, to approve Department of Defense 
appropriation bills .without substantial 
debate. 'My recollecti-on is that. last year 
the bill occupied ·less than 2 full days 
of the Senate's time~ . 

To my way of thinking·, this is not a 
responsible way for the Senate to be
have. ' Senators Will recall that not too 
long ago we devot'ed 8 working days of 
the Seriate's time to consideration of 
the economic and military foreign aid 
bills. Foreign aid was a very contro
versial and ' aiso ft. veey complicated piece 
of legislation. ' There were many amend
ments to curtail economic aid. There 
were amendments to curtail military 
aid. The debate ranged fre'ely and fully 
for 8 full days of the Senate's time. 
And yet that bill . carried far less than 
10 percent of the amount involved in 
this bill, and that was only an authoriza
tion, not an appropriation. 

So I would suggest that, in terms of 
careful, considerate, and responsible 
legislative · processes, ·this bill, deserves a 
thorough going 6ver. Many questions 
should be asked about the many differ
ent items. I myself have one amend
ment which I intend to propose. With 
other Senators I have coSponsored- a 
somewhat more important amendment, 
which I would hope will be wholly and 
freely discussed. ... " 

Mr. President, those of us who are not 
on the Armed Services Committee can
not expect to acquire a competence for 
legislation of this importance overnight. 
I will be candid enough to say that I do 
not ' think we can'" acquire a real com
petence in less than several weeks. Ac
cordingly' if we want to know what we 
1tre doing, we ought to have the oppor
tunity to study carefully th.e committee 
report and to refer to the two very large 
volumes of hearings which were taken 
before the Armed Services Committee. 

But in point of fact, Senators will note 
that the report on their desks states 
that on August 12 it was ordered to be 
printed. I am advised by staff that the 
actual report was not finally printed un
til Saturday and was not availab1e for 
delivery to Senators until yesterday. 

My first reason for urging that further 
consideration of this bill be postponed 
until Monday next, is that this postpone
ment would give those many Senators 
who are deeply interested in our defense 
activity, who are greatly concerned 
about the propriety of our action in Viet
nam, who would want to think pretty 
carefully about this newproposal to make 
available individuals in the Ready Re
serve, and I think also the National 
Guard, for service as though they were 
being drafted, 'an opportunity to study 
the provisions in this bill. 

I also note that there is a substantial 
amount of money pr·ovided in the bill 
which w:as not asked for by the President. 
That amount by which the bill exceeds 
the budget request is $525,515,000, ac
cording to the committee. 

The bill also contains provisions for 
the initial funding of a new military air
plane which is opposed by the Secretary 
of Defense, and --therefore by the Presi
dent; and I would think we ought to 
give very careful and extended debate 
to the question as to whether that par
ticular portion of the program which the 
President did_not ask for should be ap
propriated by the Senate. 

For all those reasons-this being Tues
day at 2:45 p.rii.-1 ·believe a postpone
meJ;lt until Monday next at noon would 
not only be in the public interest but in 
the interest of orderly and seemly debate 
in the U.S. Senate. · 

But I have another reason in moving 
to temporarily . .set aside this :bill, and 
that is my own 'Sense of appropriate 
priorities in .our · legislative program in 
the Senate. · 

I have said on the Senate fioor many 
times before, and I say again, that I 
think our priorities in the country and 
in the Senate are wrong. I believe we are 
putting much. too much emphasis, in 'the 
Senate, on what I choose to call our 
belligerent foreign policy, backed up by 
the armed might of the Army, the Navy, 
the Air Force, and the Marine Corps. I 
am not much impressed by the suggestion 
that the fiag is involved in various areas. 
That is an appeal to emotion, not an 
argument. 

My view is that there are many domes
tic programs which ought to take prior
ity over some of our efforts in defense. 
They are on their way to reaching the 
floor. I believe we should be giving care
ful and prayerful consideration to the 
tight money, high interest problem as a 
matter of the highest priority. I see the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] on 
the ft.oor, and I recall that day after day, 
he has been pounding on that subject. 
I point out that this is the problem 
which is making it so difficult, if indeed 
not impossible, for the average American 
citizen to buy a home and finance it with 
a mortgage at a price which he can 
afford. 

We shall have· coming before the Sen
ate iri short order the education bill-

primary, secondary, higher, and inter
national. 

It will be my responsibility to bring to 
the floor of the Senate and have passed 
in the reasonably near future the anti
poverty program amendments of 1966. 

We have the minimum wage bill, which 
was reported by the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare today, but which will 
not be ready for floor action until next 
week. 

I raise now the question of priority. 
What comes first-our domestic bills-or 
a trip to the moon on gossamer wings in 
a $5 billion authorization passed in less 
than 2 hours, and this enormous defense 
program, a great deal of which I agree 
is absolutely necessary. 

It will be said that the minimum wage 
bill will not be ready for another week, 
that the education bill is not ready, and 
tP,at the antipoverty measure is not 
ready. 

One piece of legislation is ready right 
now. It is legislation that is vital to the 
cities of America. It is on the calendar. 
It is Calendar No. 1404, S. 3708, a bill to 
assist comprehensive city demonstration 
progr_ams for rebuilding slum and 
blighted areas and for providing the pub
lic facilities and services necessary to 
improve the general welfare of the people 
who live in those areas, to assist and 
encourage planned metropolitan devel
opment, and for other purposes. 

That bill is of vital concern to the 
cit,ies· of America. The bill is ready for 
action. It :was to have been brqught up 
today. However, for reasons which 
have been ' explained to me, some of 
which have a great deal to do with sen
atorial courtesy, protocol, and seniority, 
i~e · bill was temporarily laid aside and 
the military appropriations bill was put 
forward instead. 

.Mr. President, I :,have no illusions 
about what is ,going- to happen to my 
motion. I rise to make the motion only 
for the purpose of again empbasizing to 
the Members of the Senate my strong 
feeling that our priorities are wrong .. and 
hopefully, in due course, maybe at long 
last, to persuade the country that our 
priorities are wrong. 

In saying this, I want to be cJear that 
I think this bill is too big, but not much 
too big. 

I ~ave no doubt that: in the end, I 
shall vote for it after appropriate debate 
and consid~ration of amendments. A 
very substantial military appropriations 
bill ought to be passed, and I shall sup-
port it. . 

That is about all that I have to say. I 
shall be glad to yield the ft.oor very 
briefly. 

I understand through the grapevine
! may be wrong-that the majority whip 
intends, when I sit down, to move to 
table this motion. 

I do not particularly want a rollcall 
vote. I know that on a rollcall vote my 
position will be overwhelmingly defeated. 
However, I feel it necessary to express 
this point of view. 

I should be glad to yield to the Senator 
from Washington and to any other Sen
ators who desire me to do so. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to say to my distinguished friend, the 
Senator from Pennsylvania, that I share 
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his concern about the serious nature of 
the appropriations bill pending before 
us. 

I am a little curious, however, to see 
how anyone can say that there is .a dis
position on the part of the Senate to shut 
anyone off from debating this measure 
at great length. 

I think it should be thoroughly dis
cussed. However, I am curious to know 
what it is that disturbs the Senator 
about the way in which the bill is being 
handled. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have no 
criticisms whatever of the way the bill 
is being handled. I merely point out 
that, as a matter· of history, we have 
customarily rushed through these de
fense appropriations on the ground that 
anybody who undertakes to discuss them 
at length or differ with any of them 
might be charged back home with being 
unpatriotic. 

Mr. JACKSON. I think that is un
fair. I know that through the years the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl
vania has been most conscientious in go
ing into both the authorization and the 
appropriation bills dealing with defense. 

I admire him. While we may disagree 
on points in connection with our defense 
effort, I must say that the Senator from 

·Pennsylvania has always been conscien
tious and sincere in his approach to the 
problem. 

The House hearings have been avail
able for a long time. I do not think 
that any Senator really has the tlme, un
·fortunately, to go through all of the 
hearings in detail. · ' 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator under
stands that I have no criticism of the 
committee. :hone whatever. · 

Does 'the Senator .from Louisiana wish 
me to yield? I shall be happy to do so. 
- Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate the Senator's accord
ing me that courtesy. · 

We have two bills that we will vote on. 
We are going to vote on the demon

stration cities bill and on the defense ap
propriation bill. As soon as we get the 
minimum wage bill, we will schedule that 
bill for action. 

Those bills will be voted on. 
As far as the Senate is concerned, I 

was ready at 3 o'clock yesterday after
noon, when we passed the mass transit 
bill, to call up either one of these bills. 
I talked to the Senators who were· to 
manage those bills about whether they 
were ready to proceed. 

I would have called up at that time 
the demonstration cities bill, but the 
manager of that bill thought it best that 
we wait until we dispose of the bill be
fore us, and then bring his bill up. 

Frankly, we do have an absentee prob
lem on Friday and Monday. I moved to 
adjourn the Senate Friday about a week 
ago, because I was losing on rollcall votes 
when the absentees, if they had been 
present, would have made the rollcall 
vote much different. 

Mr. CLARK. It was the same thing 
last Friday. We had to postpone the 
mass transit bill because a number of 
Senators who favored our position on 
.that measure were out Of town. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am well 
aware of that problem. I do the best 
that I can under the circumstances. 

I hope that we can vote on bo·th ·of 
these measures before we conclude our 
bUsineSs on Thursday evening. If not, 
we will have to struggle along and see 
what w~ can de about obtaining pairs 
for the absentees, and that sort of thing, 
since Congress is in. session now in the 
middle of August. - -

I do want both· bills to be voted on. 
The managers of both bills have a par

allel problem·. ' They must consider the 
question of who can be in town, who 
the rankjng members on the committee 
are, and what objections can be made. 

A single Senato:r. can keep the Senate 
in session for 3 days because he is un
happy about the way things are going. 
I have done it myself. 

Mr. CLARK. I understood the prob
lem in relation to the mass tran5port 
and demonstration cities measures, but 
'this measure will be overwhelmingly ap
proved by the Senate. 

I should like to see it adequately de
bated. I h~ve no criticism of what the 
Senator from Louisiana has said. _ 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

from the minority side, I say to the 
Senator from Pennsylvania that as far 
as I know there has never been any-thing 
other than unanimous decisions-·on these 
matters. · 

There are 27 members of the Commit
tee on Appropriations and there are, in 
addition to that, 11 members of the Com
mittee on Armed Services, who are not 
members of the Committee on Appropri
ations. 

We held 18 days of hearings. On some 
days there were morning and afternoon 
meetings. In additipn to that, on pro
curement-which is -provided for in this 
bill-the Committee on Armed Services 
and the Com-mittee on Appropriations 
sat jointly. A number of other days of 
hearings were held. -

The Senator from Pennsylvania is per
fectly sincere in what he is asking or sug
gesting. However, 38 Senators have 
gone through this bill .as carefully as they 
could. Furthermore, before they re
ceived the measure, the House gave very 
long consideration to it under the able 
chairmanship of Chairman MAHON, of 
Texas. 

I believe that the bill before us repre
sents the best efforts of the House and 
of the Senate. 

The bill has been gone into very care
fully. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend, the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts, that -I do not challenge a 
single word he says. 

When I was mayor of Philadelphia, 
there used to be a cliche around to the 
effect that, "You can't beat city hall." 

Since I have come to the Senate, I 
have learned that it is almost impos
sible to beat our Committee on Appropri
ations, although I have tried many times 

. and will continue in my efforts. 
Mr. President, in order that Senators 

may have a more adequate opportunity 

to study this most complicated bill, and 
in order that an opportUnity may be 
given to pass the demonstration cities bill 
before the end of this week, I now move 
that the Senate temporarily set aside 
until Monday next, at 12 o'clock noon, 
the pending defense appropriations bill. 

I yield the :floor. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr: Presi

dent, I desire to make a very brief state
ment befor~ I move to lay this motion 
on the table.. .. 

In the first place, I point out that we 
are already 2 months late with this bill. 
The new fiscal year started on July -L 
The Department of Defense has ·been 
handicapped from ·that daf until now 
because it did not know exactly the 
amount of the funds which would be ap
propriated. They a;re operating under a 
continuing resolution that put a ceiling 
on what they can spend. Furthermore, 
they do not know exactly how to plan 
to operate a department whose function 
is vital to the preservation of our civiliza
tion-certainly if we are to create all 
those other items to which the Senator 
from Pennsylvania has referred. 

This bill did not come to the Senate 
until July 21. We had already held ex
tended hearings on it earlier in the year. 
We then immediately started two hear
ings a day in order to go into the details 
of the bill. We then heard testimony 
on changes in the bill as it passed the 
House. We worked on it diligently, to 
the very best of our ability. . 

The Senator talks. about the poverty 
program. There is no more vital pro
gram in combating poverty in this coun
try than is this defense appropriations 
bill. ,Every defense contractor, for every 
one of these procurement items, has to 
sign a contract containing a provision 
that he will be fair in his employment 
practices. He must be fair to minority 
groups. He has to be .;fair to women in 
his employment practices. Federal 
agents travel throughout the countcy to 
see that these rules are observed. 

If any bill pending on this calendar is 
important to those who are really striv
Ing to do something for the~selves, and 
who are willing to accept the training 
programs that have been provided, this 
is the bill. They can get the training, 
and they can then go to work in one of 
the airplan~-factories, shipyards, or tank 
manufacturing plants. · 

There is no justification on earth for 
delaying this bill. The Senator referred 
to two bills that were passed-the mass 
transit bill and the housing bill. I point 
out to the Senator that neither of these 
bills was on the calendar before it was 
taken up for as long as this bill as been 
on the calendar before it has been taken 
up. They are not very simple bills 
either. They are quite complicated. 

This bill was brought up in accord with 
the desires of the leadership. Mr. Pres
ident, I am looked upon as a maverick in 
my voting. I vote on every bill that 
comes up as I see it, and for that I have 
no apologies to anyone. But, as a 
Democrat, I follow the leadership of my 
leader when it comes to procedural mat
ters; and when he schedules bills, I 
accept his determination in scheduling 
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those bills. I think that is the very least 
I can do for him. 

I discussed this matter with Senator 
MANSFIELD, and I discussed it with Sena
tor LONG of Louisiana, who is acting in 
his capacity. today. They discussed it· 
in my presei;lce with Senator MusKIE · 
who I believe will handle the demonstra~· 
tion cities bill on the :floor. This matter 
was all worked out, and everybody is 
out of step except the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. He is the only one who 
is in step, who knows exactly how we 
ought to operate the Senate and the 
order in which we ought to take up the 
bills. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. Let me say to the Sena

tor that it seems to me likely that the 
Senator from Pennsylvania is the only 
Senator out of step. · 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. There will 
be some others who will vote with him. 

Mr. CLARK. I have no doubt that 
the Senator is correct. For that reason, 
I have no intention of asking for a roll
call vote. 
_ Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I am going 
to ask for a rollcall vote. 

Mr. CLARK. May I ask the Senator 
a question? As I understand it, the Re
organization Act of 1946 contains a pro
vision which requires that· all appropria
tions bills come to the :floor before the 
beginning of the fiscal year. I ask the 
Senator whether he can give any reason
able explanation as to why the other 
body was so slow in bringing this bill to 
its own :floor for action and in sending 
it here. 

Mr. RUSSELL of O~orgia. ·The Sena
tor has raised an issue that has not been 
answered since the Reorganization Act 
was passed. The first year after it was 
passed, the House did not get bills to the 
Senate within that time, and they have 
not done so since. 

I cannot answer why the other body 
did not get this bill to the Senate sooner. 
I do know something about how this bill 
is handled. It is handled very thor
oughly. The chairman of the Subcom
·mittee on Defense 'Appropriation in the 
House is an able and conscientious man, 
and he tried his best to see that this bill 
was culled carefully hi order that only 
those itenis were included that were 
nece~sary or important t9 the security of 
the United, States: ) He was 21 days late 
in getting the bill here, ·so that under our 
own procedures we could not report it 
any earlier. · · 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct. 
But I wonder if the Senator knows 
whether the administration W~;tS ready to 
proceed before the House. 

Mr. RU_SSE~L of Georgia. I cannot 
answer that. I do not krl.ow. 'If the Sen
ator just wishes to rubberstamp the 
budget and send the bill here, it could 
get here in February. 

Mr. CLARK. I would never wish to do 
that. But there have been times in the 
past-! am familiar with them in con
nection with ·some of my, own :.commit
tees--when the administration was not 
ready to go forward. and this may be 
one reason why the House WQS so de
layed. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I cannot 
answer that question. 

I can say that we expedited the bill 
as rapidly as we could, since we received 
it on July 21 of this year. 

Mr. CLARK. I have no doubt that the 
Senator is correct. 

·Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield to 
the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, both this bill and the demonstra
tion cities bill have the advantage of 
a very fine and ·able :floor manager, who 
is a great parliamentary leader. No 
Member of the Senate is more capable 
of managing a bill than the Senator from 
Georgia. Some of the major bills tl:lat 
have been passed in this Congress have 
been handled by the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. MusKIE]. He is a great statesman 
and a great parliamentary leader, and he 
has been consulted about this matter. 
If he were not satisfied with the matter, 
he would express himself. He has not 
lost his tongue. 

May I say that since the two Senators 
managing these bills are satisfied, I can
not understand what the argument is 
about. · 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I cannot 
understand it, either. 

There has been a precedent, since I 
first came to the Senate, that appropria
tion bills have priority over other legis
lation. 

There is a very simple reason for 
that precedent. Appropriations are the 
lifeblood of the Government. The Gov
ernment cannot be operated without ap
propriations. We are now 2 months late 
in considering the bill, and the Depart
ment of Defense has been in a strait
jacket during that time, not knowing 
what they had to expend. 

. Now we hear talk about putting off 
the bill because some Senators believe 
that certain aspects of the antipoverty 
.program should take precedence. That 
bill is still languishing in committee. 
Bear that in mind. It is not on the 
calendar; it is languishing in committee. 
Yet it is asked that the Senate put off 
the consideration of the defense appro
priation bill, a bill which is vital to the 
security of the United States, until an
other committee makes up its mind to 
report another bill to the Senate. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. SCOTT. Did I correctly under

stand the Senator to say a moment ago 
that it :vas his intention to ask for a yea
and-nay vote? I am inquiring for infor
mation, first of all. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. SCOTT. Since the Senator has 
indicated that he intends to ask for a 
yea-apd-nay vote, I wish to make a com
ment which otherwise, had the matter 
been disposed of without a rollcall, would 
have been unnecessary, and that is to 
state my own view. 

I am impressed by the f;tct th~t the· 
Senator from Georgia says tbat a:t>pro
priation bills have always had priority: 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. They al
ways-have had priority under the writ
ten rule. I refer the senato·r to rule IX: 

First. A motion to proceed to the consid
eration of an appropriation or revenue bill. 

That appears on page u -of the Senate 
Manual. 

Mr. SCOTT. I was coming to that. 
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. If the Sen

ator's colleague [Mr. CLARK] desires to 
change that rule and have the Senate 
wait until committees make up their 
minds to report bills, that would be some
thing for the Senate to consider. 

Mr. SCOTT. I have no desire to 
change the rule. I do have the desire 
to see the appropriating functions of the 
Senate and the House operate with great
er expedition than they have in my ex
perience. I think that much faulty 
housekeeping takes place because of the 
unplanned operations and doubly con
founded confusion of the legislative proc
ess without our adding to the trouble. 

That is why I wanted to take a brief 
time to say that while I am interested 
in the administration's demonstration 
cities program, as I am interested in mass 
-transit and in various other aspects of 
the Great Society, I am not at all anxious 
to put the Great Society's domestic pro
gram ahead of the conduct of the war. 
Therefore, I shall support the Senator 
.from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. And the 
freedom and security of the people of 
the United States. 

Mr. SCOTT. The security and de
fense. of the United States and the pro
tection of the people of Vietnam. 

If I had any doubt about the matter, 
I may say to the Senator from Georgia, 
a letter which I received from Vietnam 
today, which tells me of the slaughter 
_and carnage over there, which tells me 
of the hardships our soldiers are under
going, would in itself~ enough for me to 
say that it makes up my mind. 

I .am ready to go ahead with the De
fe!lSe approJ>riation bill. I am ready to 
go ahead with :fighting the war. I am 
ready to say that I would not even mind 
winning the war. · 

I thank the Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Georgia yield to permit me 
t~ address a comment to my colleague? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield, 
provided that my yielding will not affect 
my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING ~ OFFICER. . Does 
the Senator from Georgia yield to the 
Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield 
with that understanding. 

Mr. CLARK. May I have the atten
tion of my colleague? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I want to 
make it clear that I am not involved in 
this fraternal and internecine conflict. 

Mr. SCOTT. ·My senior colleague al
ways has my attention, alertness and 
wary suspicion. ' ' 

Mr. CLARK. Sixty percent of the time 
the Senator votes the same way I do. 

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad that my senior 
colleague is right 60 percent of the time. 

Mr. CLARK. I want to call to the at
tention of my colleague when he comes 
to write his next newsletter that that 
patriotic address which he just made, full 
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of his usual gestures, is in opposition to 
postponing tlie consideration of the bill Clark 
for 4 days. Qor~ 

NAYs--5 
Morse 
Neuberger 

Young, Ohio 

Mr. SCO'IT. Mr. President, since the 
remarks were addressed .to me, I do not 
believe as much harm would be done to 
the Senator's favorite project as might 
be done to -the defense of the United 
States by a 4-day delay. I, again, decide 
in favor of our Nation's security. 

Mr. RUSSELL of Qeorgia. Mr. Presi
dent, I decide in favor of the freedom 
and security of the people of this Nation. 

I move to lay the motion on the table, 
and on that motion I ask for the yeas and 
nQ& . -

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Georgia to lay on the 
table the motion of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania to postpone the considera
tion of the bill. On this question, the 
yeas and ·nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk wlll call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MANs
FIELD], is absent on oftlcial business. 

NOT VOTING-11· 
Bennett Hayden 
Brewster Hill 
Burdick Mansfield 
Douglas Mcintyre 

Metcalf 
Morton 
Sparkman 

So the motion of the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL] to lay on the 
table the motion of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. 

Mr. :M:UNDT. Mr. President, as rank
in'g minority member of the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations of the 
Senate Committee on Government Op
erations, I wish to associate myself with 
the remarks made by our distinguished 
chairman, Senator JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 
relating to the resumption of the sub
committee's investigation. of the TFX 
aircraft procurement program and the· 
serious questions remaining unsolved in 
connection with this plane. 

Almost 4 years have gone by since Sec
retary of Defense McNamara made his 
decision to overrule the unanimous rec
ommendations of his highest ranking 
omcers and to award the TFX aircraft 
contract to the General Dynamics Corp. 
of Fort Worth, Tex., instead of to the 
lowest bidder, which was Boeing. It has 
been almost 3 years since the Senate 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions suspended its hearings into the 
reasons why the Secretary of Defense 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS], the 
Senator froin Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mc
INTYRE], the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
METCALF], and the Senator from Ala- ignored the views of h~s military experts, 
bama [Mr. SPARK.MAN], are necessarily who al! agreed, durmg four separate 
absent. · · . evaluatiOns of the proposals of the two 

I further announce that if present and competitors, that the Boeing design 
voting, the Senator from Maryland [Mr. would produce at lower cost a. biservice 
BREWSTER], the Senator from· Dllnois aitcraft with marked operatiOnal su
[Mr. DouGLAS], and the Senator from periorit~ over the plane proposed by Gen
New Hampshire [Mr. MciNTYRE], would eral Dynamics. 
each vote "yea." . T~e Secretary selected General Dy-

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the namics, however, and later told the sub
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab- committe,e that he did so because that 
sent because of illness and, if present and com:panr s p~oposal adhered mo:e closely 
voting, would vote "yea." to his directive for .minimum div~rgence 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. from a commo~ design for both Air Force 
MORTON] is detained on oftlcial bUsiness . and Navy versiOns of the TFX, and be
and, if present and voting would vo~ cause "the General D~namics pro~sal 
"yea." ' reflected, a mo:e realistic understa~d~ng 

The result was announced-yeas 84, o~ costs. ~J.;tis was the Secretary s m-
nays 5, as follows: dividual deCisiOn. . . 

, .. [No. 207 Leg.) in ~~e ~~~~ids~~~e~h!f ~!v~~~c~~:,n:niJ 
Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bible 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
C'arlson 
Case 
Ohurch 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Pong 
Fulbright 
Griffin 
Gruening 

YEA8-84 tlie same program for the Navy aircraft 
Harris Murphy is' well underway. We are informed that 
=ke :t=; General Dynamics has been awarded a' 
Hlcken~ooper Pastore production contract to begin building 
Holland -Pearson operational airplanes. 
~:: ~~~1uty As our distinguished chairman has 
Jackson Proxmire said, the subcommittee did not close its 
Javits Randolph investigation. It will be necessary to 
5~;~: 'f~ho ~~~~n hold further hearings at the appropriate 
Kennedy, Mass. Russell, s.c. time, and make a full report to the Con-
Kennedy, N.Y. Russell, Ga. gress and the country. We have a duty 
Kuchel Saltonstall and an obligation to question Secretary ta. usche &ott 
Long, Mo. Simpson McNamara and his Pentagon ofiicials 
Long, La. Smathers about the exact costs of the TFX pro-
·Magnuson Smith gram and about the frequently reported McCarthy Stennis McClellan Symington, deficiencies of the General Dynamics 
McGee Talmadge plane, particularly the Navy version. 
McGovern Thurmond In the meantime we have a responsi-Miller Tower · 
Mondale Tydings bility to the Senate to take some steps to 
Monroney Williams, N.J. see to·· it that none of the money con-
Montoya Williams, Del. tained in the appropriation bill is di-Moss Yarborough 
Mundt Young, N. oak. verted for the purpose of procurement of 

this Navy plane until and unless the. 
Commander in Chief has certified to the 
Congress that he has found that plane to 
be necessary and' desirable for our na
tional weapons systems. 

The reason it is important to adopt 
some kind of prohibitive language, either 
today or tomorrow, as we deal with this 
appropriation bill, is that the appropria
tion bill contains :flexible provisions for 
reprograming and changes of plans 
through which the money could be used 
to . influence Secretary McNamara's 
strange and stubborn adhesion · to his 
desire to build a multipurpose plane .. 

It is conceivable that· without this pro
hibition he could proceed against the 
wishes of the Congress and the commit
tee to make procurement contracts for 
a Navy plane as he has proceeded, as 
brought out in our investigative sub
committee, to spend multibillions of dol..; 
Iars for a plane which we are hearing de
scribed today by press reports as being 
entirely deficient and almost unUsable 
for combat missions. 

The chairman of our subcommittee has 
been consulting with members of the ' 
committee this morning and yesterday, 
and we have arrived at a variety of par;.. 
liamentary moves which can be relied 
upon, which can be of value both to the 
services and the taxpayers. 

I certainly hope that one or another 
of those parliamentary moves, before the 
appropriation bill has been approved, 
will be adopted to establish a necessary 
ironclad prohibition requiring a certifi
cation of the plane before we plunge into 
a further procurement of the plane, 
which has been subjected to so much 
criticism by knowledgeable experts. 

Other voices have been heard recently 
in critical appraisal of the TFX aircraft, 
as information about the mounting costs 
and the, serious operational problems of· 
the pl~ne have become known. 

The plane has become known as the 
F-111. ·~TFX" is no l~nger its designa
tion symbol. It is "F" this and "F" that. 
I hope the ''F'! is not the designation 
symbol for failure. 

Some facts have peen made public re
luctantly and belatedly by the Pentagon. 
As the Senator from-Arkansas [Mr. Mc
CLELLAN] stated~ whenever such disclos
ures have suited the Defense Depart
ment's purpose in attempting to create 
a favorable image of the airplane, they 
have been publicized.. At other times, 
when they have been questioned by dili
gent reporters or by our staff investiga
tors, the information has been less ade
quate and forthright. 

Other important and disturbing infor
mation, may I say, has been elicited in 
testimony during our. recent congres
sional hearings, while diligent reporters, 
as the chairman has, just told. us, have 
managed to penetrate the "smoke screeri" 
of secrecy and lack of candor with which 
the Pentagon has managed to shroud the 
problems that have arisen during the de
velopment of the TFX and the various 
F-lll's. 

Comprehensive articles in the Nation's 
press during the pas·t few months have 
expressed the deep concem of knowledge
able Members of both Houses of Con
gress about the possibility that Mr. Mc
Namara's biservice aircraft, which he 
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proudly predicted would s81ve $1 billion, 
may be a costly failure. · 

In fact, Mr. President, if the article in 
Barron's Financial Weekly for August 15, 
which spells out the inform-ation in de
tail, is even remotely correct, instead of 
providing a saving of $1 billion, this con
tract will go down in the history of Amer
ica "as the most expensive billion dollar 
blunder in the history of American de
fens~.. It is already the· largest and most 
expensive aircraft weapons system con
tract- in history. If it fails to produce 
an effective weapons system, it will be a 
stupendous scandal about which future 
histqry students will be reading for the 
rest of American history. 

I . congratulate Barron's Financial 
Weekly, the Aviation Weekly, the mem
bers . of the Associated Press who are 
dealing with this project, . Time maga
zine, and a number of other periodicals 
which hav.e diligently been digging into 
these matters ~nd have brought out the 
alleged-facts and figures, the suggestions 
and the reports recently put in the REc
ORD by our chairman. If those state
ments are even remotely correct, those 
reporters will have served a wonderful 
public service, and will be entitled to 
the· highest awards provided by the jour
nalistic profession. _, If they are wrong, 
at worst they will have caused us to 
carefully deliberate ·before going too 'far, 
before we reach an irrevocable point of 
no return in contracting for planes which 
at least the user services--the men who 
have ·to fly them-do not look upon with . 
favor. ' 

Our subcommittee has- been deeply 
concerned throughout the investigation 
with the major elements of cdsts of the 
aircraft, the questiomible capabilities bf 
the Navy plane, and the doubtful per
formance ratios of the Air · Force plane, 
among. other areas of investigation. I 
would like to comment briefly upon these 
important subjects. 

I heartily approve, Mr. President, "the 
chairman•s request of the Comptroller 
General to examine into the costs of the 
total TFX program. All of us remem
ber that, early in the investigation, we 
made a similar request of former Comp
troller General Joseph Campbell, ask
ing him to examine the cost standard 
estimates used by the Pentagon in mak
ing the decision for General Dynamics. 
Mr. Campbell and his · aids reported to 
us in testimony during the hearings that 
Mr. McNamara told them that he had 
made "rough judgments•• on the elements 
of cost in the source selection, and that 
"he had the figures in his head ... ' . 

Let us hope that the "cost reaiism .. 
for which the Secretary of Defense cited 
General Dynamics has now improved to 
the point where we can obtain, through 
the mission of the Comptroller General, 
some realistic cost figures. 

The chairman has placed in the REc
oRD the letters approved by the subcom
mi_ttee whereby we requested the Comp
troller General to give us the facts and 
requested the Department of Defense to 
cooperate in providing the :figures. 

We are told that the development costs 
for the TFX have skyrocketed. General 
Dynamics undertook the research and 

development contra-ct for a finn fixed ot operating from' our carriers or if it 
price of $571.3 million. As Chairman cannot carry out its combat missions. 
McCLELLAN stated for the RECORD, the Mr. President, in addition to the news 
press reports inform us 'that -recent esti- items placed in the RECORD by the dis
mates place the total cost of this program tingu1shed chairman of the ·Subcommit
alone, which does not include produc- tee on Investigations [Mr. McCLELLAN], 
tion, at $1.5 billion, and it is still rising. I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
This is cost escalation ,,of nearly 300 at this p<>int in the RECORD an informa
percent. Certainly Congress should call tive article entitled "The Troubled Hy
a halt before we go any· further, until . brid," published · in Time magazine for 
we are convinced we will obtain a prod- August 19, 1966. This TFX plane was 
uct satisfactory to the user services and supposed to be a hybrid development 
completely dependable and adequate for usable by all services. -
our national defense requirements. There being no ' objection, the article 

Evidence in our hearings in 19'63 estab- Was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
lished that General Dynamics said it as follows: 
could produce 1, 704 aircraft for a total THE TaouBL1m HYBam 
of $5.8 billion. We now hear specula- Few projects in the history of a-rmaments 
tions that if the · Pentagon · orders 1,400 have been more controversial and costly than 
aircraft the cost will be about $11 billion. the development of the TFX fighter-bomber, 
But we are informed at the same time, which Defense Secretary McNamara decided 
that the Pentagon itself has so poor a in 1961' to have built as a single, all-purpose 

· supersonic aircraft. The Air Force and the 
view ·of the TFX that it plans to procure Navy objected· that their requirements de-
less than 1,000 planes,' which .will pe built manded separate planes, and powerful back
at correspondingly higher unit prices. ers in Congress agreed. · The controversy 
In fact, the 1963 cost of $2.9 milliqn per heightened when McNamara awarded the 
plane, according to Barron's Weekly, has construction contract to the General Dy
risen in the most recent estimates to namtcs Corp., which submitted designs for 
almost $9 million for each TFX that a mpre ~pensive and, in· the eyes of most 
General Dyn·amics will su_pply. military men, less efficient plane than the 

one proposed by the Boeing Co. McNamara's 
When Secretary McNamara ordered detraeto.rs, mindful of his past as president 

that the Armed Forces proceed .~ith the of Ford Motor Co.,, .P.egan derisivel'y ' calling 
procurement of one airplane to serve the his $7 bllliori braincJilld "th,e ~ying Edsel.... . 
needs of both the Navy and the Air Fo;rce, After 808 test flights, the TFX is still the 
the Navy reluctantly compromised cer- subject. of bitter dispute. Last week the 
t f i ts f b Pentagon confirmed that the plane wm cost 
ain o its requ remen OJ,' a com · at ! two to three times more than originally ex-

airplane. · pected. To get ~nywht:>re near the require .. 
I point out that the then Chiefs of ments of each service, the Pentagon has had 

Sta:ff . of the Navy and the Air Force, to tum tts dual!.servlce project into some
Adm. George Anderson and Gen. Curtis thing ald:n to two distinct; planes-and the 
~eMay, put their careers on the line Air Force and Navy are grumbling loudly that 
before our investigating subcommittee, , each verBlon. has been compromised for the 

sake of a hybrid tha.t fully meets the needs 
protesting the decision of the Secretary of neither service. Troubled by these facts, 
of Defense, and proclaimed that their senator JOHN McCLELLAN's investigations 
respective user forces were up.animously subcommittee, which conducted much-bally
opposed to going forward with the con- booed hearings on the TFX in 1963, plans to 
tract. I never have ceased to regret the resume its inquiry early ne,x.t year. 
unfortunate aftermath of consequences swiNGING wiNG 
for Admiral Anderson and General Le- The TFX-now · known officially as the 
May as a followup to their courageous1 F-111-ts something of a pioneer atrcra.ft. 
testimony, in· which they were honestly The. two-man, 1,650-m.p.h. plane !s equipped 
reflecting their points of view and the with the world's first afterburning turbofan 
points of view of the , adviser members engines, has a revolutionary swing-wing-the 
of their respective staffs. sort ·envisioned in one of the designs for the 

Mr. President. t he weight of the Navy· nation's first commercial supersonic trans
port. The wing, which is crucial to the mul

plane ls an example. Original require- tipurpose role planned foJ: the TFX, enables 
ments were for an aircraft to operate the plane, in effect, tp redesign itself in flight. 
from our carriers at a weight not ex- The plane sweeps ba.Ck its wings in a dartuke 
ceeding 50,000 pounds. The Navy re- configuration for supers.onic flight, extends 
luctantly bowed to the Secreta,.ry•s them to full span to slow itself for landing 
demand and agreed to the TFX at a on aircraft carriers. 
maximum weight of 55,000 pounds. Yet for all its innovations, the plane has 

so far fallen short of expectations. Test 
However, the General Dynamics pro- models have weighed too much, and have 
posal was rated at 62,788 pounds. Now been burdened with excessive "drag," or in
we are told that a Navy TFX model, flight friction resistance. Though not alto
after almost 2 years of Pentagon at- gether satisfied, the Air Force is prepared to 
tempts to cut the weight down to the live witll its version, ·designated the F-111A 
proposal figure, is evaluated at 78,000 and due to become operational next year. 
pounds, 7 tons overweight. The Navy version, the F-lUB, is another 

matter. The Navy fears that the 35-ton 
There are reported to be many other F-lllB consumes too much fuel and has in

deficiencies in the Navy plane. Some of sufficient range for "loitering" (patroll1ng at 
them are discussed in the informative slow speed to guard ships), suspects that it 
newspaper and magazine articles that will prove too heavy and cumbersome for 
have appeared in recent weeks and carrier use. Pentagon planners expect that 
which the chairman has today alluded to new lift devices will partially offset the weight 

problem, also hope to improve the F-lUB's 
and placed in the RECORD. The princi- engine and eliminate 'kinks in its special rots
pal factor in the development of the sue system. But the Navy has been unhappy 
Navy plane is the obvious fact that the with the program all along, makes no secret 
aircraft cannot be used if it is incapable of its interest in a proposal to convert Me-
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Donnell Aircraft's F-4 fig:P.ter plane, a work
horse of the U.S. air effort in VietNam, into 
a swing-wing craft to replace the F-lUB. 

PLA~S TO CONVERT 

The upshot of all the continuing rpodifica
tions is a big jump in costs. According to 
the Pentagon, overall F-111 development 
costs have already increased from $571 mil
lion to $1.5 billion. Instead of the $2,900,000 
that each plane was S\lpposed to cost wben 
the contract was awarded, the price tag is 
now expected to be $5,000,000 for _ every 
F-lUA, $8,000,000 for every F-lUB. But the 
Defense Department continues to insist that 
the F-lU is a cost-cutting undertaking, 
partly because the Pentagon plans to convert 
it into a strategic bomber known as the 
FB-111, which would replace older.B-52s. · 

Secretary McNamara says that the cost of 
developing the FB-111 would be a. fraction of 
the $1.5 billion it would take to work up a 
totally new long-range bomber. The Air 
Force and its backers in Congress reply that 
a completely new "advanced, manned strate
gic aircraft" is needed for the mid-1970s, de
ride the FB-111 as an interim bomber that 
would not be even so effective as advanced 
versions of the B-52. The fight over the TFX, 
like the plane itself, seems to be entering a. 
new phase. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, a second 
article that I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed at this point in the RECORD 
is an Associated Press report entitled 
"Defense Confirms Costs of TFX Have 
Soared," published in the Washington 
Evening Star. I invite the attention of 
Members of Congress arid of the people 
of the country who vJ1ll read the RECORD 
to the comparison with the Air. Force 
versions of the F-111 and the F..:.111B, 
and the dUference in the cost price origi
nally proposed by the Secretary of De-

. fense 'and what the -Secretary of Defense 
now admits are the proposed costs- and 
the costs are continuing to go up and up 
with every day and every month of 'delay. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in .tQe RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEFENSE. CoNnRMs' CosTs OF TF?t HAVE 
SOARED 

The casts oi a big milltary project-ibe 
controversial TFX warplane and its Phoenix 
air-to-air' missile weapon system-have sky
rocketed, Defense Department figures show. 

The department made th.e multim11lip:b.
dollar increases known tn reply to series of 
questions submitted by The Associated Press. 

The Pentagon figure show the ,cost of the 
TFX, ]Qlown ,as the P-111, to be a.~ut $5 
m1llion for the Air Force version and $8 mil-
lion for the Navy model. t 

1 

In 1962 there was testimony before Con
gress that the unit cost of the FlU would be 
about 2.9 m1llion. 

The original esti~ated cost of deve.loping 
the Phoenix sy~tem was $137 mill1on, .'~'he 
cost now is $258 ,million and the weapon st111 
reportedly is having guidance and control 
problems. 

The Pentagqn said the reasons for 85 tc;> 90 
per cent of the increased costs were "govern
ment change o:t;ders to iq1prove the capabil~ty 
and increase the versatility: of ·the Flll." 
Th~ Air Force version ·of the FlU--the 

FlllA-is being built at Fort Worth, Tex., by 
General Dynamics, while Grumman Aircraft 
Engineering Corp., Calverton, N.Y., is build
ing the Navy'sFlll,B. 

The Flll was selected by Secretary of De
fense Robert S. McNamara despite the rec
ommend8ition ot a. 236-ma~ evaluation board 
that a Boeing Co. design be accepted. 

McNamara said the General Dynamics de
sign would u~timately save the Defense De
partment $1 billion. 

One of• the reasons", he said, was that it 
offered a high degree of Identical parts for 
the Navy and Air Force versions. 

The Pentagon said more than 82 per cent 
of the air frame parts are common. It did 
not use the term identical. 

The term "commonality" arose during 1962 
Senate hearings on the craft. The Boeing 
design offered parts that were "common;" 
that is, similar. General Dynamics offered 
identical parts. 

The plane and its weapons system also are 
behind schedule. The Pentagon said -the 
F111B and Phoenix schedules have been re
vised. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the third 
item which I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed at this point in the RECORD 
is an Associated Press article entitled 
~·TFX Bomber Range Placed At Third 
Less Than B-52's," published in the 
Washington Evening Star of August 11, 
1966. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TFX BOMBER RANGE PLACED AT THIRD LEss 

THAN B-52's 
(By the Associated Press) 

The bomber :version of the controversial 
TFX all-purpose - warplane, designed to re
place the early models of the B-52 long-range 
bomber, may turn out to have clipped Wings. 

A congressional source said today prelimi
nary estimates put the range of a fully loaded 
TFX boml)er, now called the B-111, at less 
than ~wo-thlrds that of the B-52, , which has 
an 11,000-mile range. 

By today's standards the B-111 would thus 
fall into the category of a medium-range 
bOmber . 

The TFX is the aircraft selected to be a 
triservlce "air superiority airplane" by De
fense Secretary Robert S. McNamara in No-
vember 1962. ' 

BOARD OVERRULE!) 

In :making his TFX selection McNamara 
overruled the recommendations of a 235-man 
evaluation board four times. · The ·defense 
chief said the design he selected would save 
the taxpe.yers $1 b1llion. 

There are three versions of the TFX:· The 
Air Force model is known as the F-111A, the 
N8iVY ,version as F-111B and the strategic 
bomber version as the B-111. 

The F-lUB is already in deep development 
troubles. 

As for the ~111, the Air Force at last re
ports has proposed to buy 210 of them at a 
cost.of $2 billion. -

R'ANGE, 3',aoo MILES 
The B-111 would employ an elongated F

IllA air frame hitched to the three-foot h1gh 
left Navy wings. The elongation would en
able the B-Ul to carry more fuel internally. 

The F-111A has a ferry , range on internal 
fuel of 3,300 miles. . 

There now are 600 B-2s, '370 of which fall 
into the early mOdel category-B-52s C-6. 
:rnese early ~odels are the ones the B-111 
would replace. 

The B-111, like the F-111A, Is designed to 
carry 48 of the 750-pound.:class bombs
.which actually weigh 813 pounds. 

The prime contractor for the TFX, or 111 
series of aircraft, is General Dynamics Corp., 
Fort Worth, Tex. 

So far 16 of the projected 23 research and 
development aircraft have been produced-12 
for the Air Force and 4 for the Navy. 

The ninth one, an F-lllA, will be modi
fied by General Dynamics into the first proto-

type of th,e B-lU. It will need engines larger 
than the 20,000 pound thrust generated by 
the engines for the F-lUA and the F-lUB. 

The whole TFX research, development, test 
and engineering 'program was estimated 
originally to cost $571 million. 

As of June 30, the Air Force had oblig8ited 
$882 million to the program. It has actually 
spent $788 million. 

Further, separate engine development costs 
for the Navy model have claimed $128 million. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, we are 
told that the Navy will make its decision 
about whether it can use the TFX at 
some indefinite time in the spring of 1967. 
That decision has been put off for so 
long that its further postponement leads 
us logically to the question that I be
lieve must be answered about the Navy 
plane: Is it indeed worth building at all, 
or do its performance and cost figures in
dicate that it is an unreasonable buy 
from the "cost effectiveness" and that, 
from the "combat effectiveness" points 
of view, it has been demonstrated to be 
a total failure? 

I think Congress and the country are 
entitled to direct answers to that ques
tion. 

Mr·. President, I believe that we will 
have answers to many of the disturbing 
questions about the TFX when the 
Comptroller General completes the ex
amination which the subcommittee has 
requested him to make, and when the 
subcommittee's staff completes the in
vestigation th.at we started so long ago. 
At that point, I trust that we will resume 
our hearings and obtain the information 
that the Congress and the taxpayers are 
entitled to know about this extremely ex
pensive weapons system~ In the mean
time, I recommend extreme caution on 
the part of Congress and the administra
tion in any steps designed to procure and 
construct planes of a design deemed un
acceptable or inadequate by the user 
services. Congress and the administra
tion, after all, are responsible for the de
fense of this country. 

Basically, I am supporting the . pro
posed amendment. The language to be 
introduced by ·the chairman of the sub
committee is for the reason that we have 
found in the past tha.t simply a wor(i of 
admonishment or caution is not sufficient 
to stop the .Defense I;>~partment from 
plunging headlong.- ahead into this expen
sive experiment. 

Mr. Presidentr during our hearings 
and at the time ·we made our tentative 
suspension of the hearings and made 
our summary Of information known to 
the public, we flashed ,.warning lights to 
the Pentagon as bright as· those of the 
takeoff blast of a ·missile going to the 
moon. Those 'warning lights have been 
ignored bY. the Defense Department. 
Therefore, when we pass this approprla
tions. bill, we have to provide something 
in the nature of a prohibition 'Which will 
stop any further specuh'Ltion with the 
fiscal integrity of this countri and our 
national defense until the facts are all 
in. · 

M:r. President, I shall read a para
graph or two from this article in Bar
ron's 'FinanciaJ Weekly to which our 
chairman alluded. These are statements 
which cannot go unchallenged and which 
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cannot go unanswered. Up to now there 
has been no direct and authoritative ref.:. 
utation from the Department of Defense 
concerning these allegations, despite the 
national concern of people all over 
America. · 

The article states, concerning the F-
111A and FB-111: · 

They weigh too much and they are 
burdened by aerodynamic drag and other so 
far insoluble drawbacks. Indeed, according 
to confidential reports, they not only fail 
to meet specifications but ali'!O will be no 
match for Communist MIGs already flying in 
combat. , , .. 

1 

I wish the Senate would note that 
language particularly. 

We have a right to know from Secre
tiuy of Defense McNamara whether that 
statement is true or false before we 
spend additional money going down a 
long, expensive trail, at the end of which 
trail, we may conceivably come up with 
a ft.ying coffin inferior to the fighting 
plane the Russians are using in combat 
now. 

These are not general criticisms ex
pressed in the article. These are specific, 
and the Secretary of Defense should 
give us a ·specific and authoritative reply. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 

listened tO the Senator' , from South 
Dakota and he has me almost convinced 
that he is abOut ready to agree with me 
that we ought to have a new Secretary of 
Defense. 

Mr. MUNDT. Since the Senator 
raises tne question, let me tell him what 
the Barron's .article has to say in the 
concluding paragraph. I am sure the 
Senator ·· from Oregon will get some 
solace from this, even though the Sen
ator from South Dakota is not yet ready 
to arrive at a conclusion until we have 
an opportunity to hear the Secretary of 
Defense testify before our committee. 
However, for the solace of the Senator 
from Oregon, the concluding paragraph 
in the article 'states: 

Throughout Congress; indeed, the· powers
that-be are said to be chafing over the reli
ance on the man who has held the job of 
Secretary of Defense longer-and perhaps 
with :m.ore disastrous results-than any other 
in history. ' 

Mr'. MORSE . . Mr. President, let the 
RECORD ~how that I agree. 

Mr. MUNDT. I imagined that the 
Senator might. 

Mr. President, I want to read just one 
or two other paragraphs from this very 
significant article in Barron's Financial 
Weekly,. a magazine so reputable that 
certainly the American public is reading 
it generally now. The article contains 
charges so voluminous that the Depart
ment of Defense cannot ignore making 
an early and specific reply to the article. 

If, in fact, it is in error, all of us 
should know about it now. If it is re
motely true, we had better correct this 
billion-dollar blunder under the label of 
TF.X and F-111, because blunder it is, if 
these facts are true. 

Mr. President, let me read one other 
paragraph. I hope that Senators, hav-

ing heard these samples of what is con
tained in the article, will take the' article 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and 
read it carefully and file it away for 
future reference, because the defense of 
freedom may depend upon the decision 
we are going to make in connection with 
this plane. 

The article reads: · 
As recently as last May the service put .the 

eighth of its General Dynamic F-111A models 
through an exhaustive series of tests, under 
all but total security wraps, at Eglin Air 
Force Base in Florida. Memoranda circulat
ing in the Pentagon since then have made 
clear to the top brass that the plane is no 
match for the Communist MIG-21. 

I 

There is something that is pretty 
specific. 

Are those memorandums in circula
tion? If so, who is behind them? Does 
the Secretary of Defense accept or reject 
them, and upon wh~t qasis? Upon what 
should Americans depend as we read tne 
dreary news from Vietnam as our best 
plapes are being shot down by Russian 
Mig's and missiles in the war waging 
over there? _. ... 

This is serious business. Surely, be
fore appropriating money, we should 
protect ,our national security as well as 
the Treasury of the United States by 
passing some kind of prohJbitive .lan
guage which will preclude spending a 
dime of this money for further procure
-ment of this plane until· and· unless the 
Commander in Chief himself ' cehifies 
to Congress that the planes have been 
developed and tested ana tried and that 
he is willing to ascribe to the fact that 
they' are needed and desirable for the 
national defense :of thiSJ country.! 

It is for that purpose 'that the chair.i. 
man of our committee iand the members 
of the subcommittee will urge the Sen
ate to agree to an amendment to the ap
propriation bill ·before it is passed today 
or- tomorrow or later· in the week. ' 
· Mr. President, I y'ield the :floor. · 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, as· a 
member of the Permanent Subcommittee 
on Investigations, I have listened care
fully this afternoon to the remarks of our 
distinguished chairman, the Senator 
from Arkansas, and of the distinguished 
ranking majority member, Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON], and of the 
distinguished ranking minority member 
of the subcommittee, the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT]. 

I join with them and say that the re
cent press reports about the TFX matter 
are very disturbing to say the least. 

I was not a member of the Senate Per
manent Investigating Subcommittee 
when the TFX hearings were held, so I 
do not know much about what came out 
of those hearings. But I do know our 
chairman, the distinguished Sr.nator 
from Arkansas. I know that he is hon
est, he is earnest, he is thorough, he is 
deliberate, he is dedicated to his country. 
So I am glad that he has raised these 
questions. I am glad that he has kept 
open his hearings on this important sub
ject. I am glad that he has requested 
GAO to look into the matter more fully. 
I am glad that he has stated that he will 

offer an amendment to this bill in con
nection with this important subject, be
cause I believe the disturbing reports we 
have read in the press recently about the 

·TFX airplane certainly need authori-
tative answers. The public and Con
gress should demand those answers. 

CHUNG K. WON 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the· Senate a 
message from the House of Represents:
tives amending S. 642. 
. The PRESIDING . OFFICER (Mr. 
MoNDALE in the chair) laid before the 
Senate the amendment of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 642) for 
the relief of Chung K. Won which was 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That, for the purposes of sections 203 (a) 
(1) and 201 of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act, Chung K. Won shall be held and 
considered to be the natural-born allen son of 
Mr. Won Wing, a citizen of the United States. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, on 
March 15,; 1965, the .Se.Pate pass_ed S. 642, 
to enable the beneficiary to qualify for 
nonquota sta.tus 1:\._S the minor son of his 
adoptive father. 

On August 2, 196j), the House of Rep
resentatives passed S. ~42 with aq 
amendment to proy_ide for the bene
ficiary's admission as a first preference 
immigran.t, ~hich -i,s the. same status as 
that enjoyed by tne natural-born sons 
and daughte:.:s of U.S. citizens. 

I have spoken wi~ the , ~ajority 
leader, and I state tha,t the ~mendment 
is acceptable, and· I move that the Senate . 
concur ln the House amendment to S. 
642. ( . -

The motion was agre,ed to. , r r1 • 1 

TIME TO RECOGNIZE ANTlPOVERTY 
PROGRAM AS A FLOP 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
insert in the RECORD a column written by 
Robert Allen and Paul Scott, "Time T!l 
Recognize Antipoverty Program as a 
Flop," which appeared in the Bluefield, 
W. Va., Daily Telegraph on August 14, 
1966. 

'nlere being no objeCtion, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TIME TO RECOGNIZE ANTIPOVERTY PROGRAM AS 

FLOP 

(By Robert Allen and Paul Scott) 
WASHINGil'ON.-With the House shortly to 

vote on authorizing a $1.75 billion anti
poverty budget for the current fiscal year, it 
is time for the legislators to squarely face up 
to the inescapable fact that this costly pro
gram is a gigantic bust and should be dis-
carded. · 

President Johnson has sternly lectured 
congressional leaders on the imperative need 
for stringent economy to meet the steadily 
soaring outlays for the Vlet Nam con1llct and 
to curb threatening inflation. For once, he 
is absolutely right. 

And by the same token, no better start 
could be made on slashing needless govern
ment expenditures than by junking the im
mensely expensive antipoverty boondoggle. 

At one stroke, $1.75 b1llion in exceedingly 
dubious and wasteful spending could be 
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saved. It's a perfect opportunity for Con
gress to meet the President's sound demand 
for economy, and simultaneously get rid of 
one of the most chaotic, extravagant and 
trouble-racked experiments in years. · · 

That would be an immeasurable boon to 
the economic and fiscal sta.b111ty of the coun
try, and an end to a disgraceful snafu. 

Conceived in politics as a Democratic elec
tioneering glmmlck in the 1964 presidential 
campaign, the antipoverty program has cost 
taxpayers more than $2.3 b1llion with no 
evidence of having made the slightest im
pact qn poverty anywhere. 

The great seething cent~rs of utban poverty 
remain utterly untouched. Nowhere can a 
single sentence be cited where poverty has 
1>een significantly alleviated. 
. The irrefutable proof of that is the almost 
. daily riots and violent outbreaks-attributed 
in most cases to racial and civil rights fac
tors. But indisputably underlying causes 
also are grinding want, joblessness and 
despair. 

The various superficial projects the anti
poverty program has undertaken in a groping 
effort to cope with these highly volatile con
ditions have either been fantastically expen
sive for the meager and questionable results, 
or have bogged ~own in a welter of dissen
sion, mismanagement, incompetence, bun
gling, chiseling, squandering and numerous 
other fa111ngs and abu~es. 

A striking lllustration of the basic inco
herence and fallibllity of the program is the 
tact that its -top echelon has undergone vir
tually a 100 percent turnov-er in its two-year 
existence. Director Sargent Shriver is the 
·only original executive still remaining-and 
the inside word is he will depart after the 
November election. ·· 

Also in recent weeks, a number of Job 
Corps and Community Action official~ nave 
thrown up their hands''and quit in frustra
tion and disgust. 

To date, the anti-poverty program has 
spent more than $55 million in salarie-s alone. 
Some 1,500 workers get more than $10,000 a 
year; of this number, 18 receive more tban 
$25,000; 17 others more than $22,000; 19 
others more than $19,000; 29 others more 
than $15,000. By contrast, of the approxi
mately 300,000 U.S. troops in Viet Nam, less 
than 2,500 officers are paid $10,000-the basic 
pay. of a colonel with 14 years' service. At 
least 25 anti-poverty officials recelve more 
than General Westmoreland, commander in 
VietNam . • 

A rundown hotel in Charleston, W. Va., was 
leased for $94,800 a year as a Women's Job 
Corps center. In addition to paying all taxes 
and insurance, the government also spent 
$22"5,000 to renovate the building, which real 
estate brokers value at $250,000. 

Of the· 208, members of the staff of the 
Camp Gary, San Marcos, Tex., Job Corps 
center drawing salaries over $9,000 all are 
being paid an average of 57 per cent above 
their previous salary. Twenty-two of them 
are getting more than double what they 
formerly got. 

A vicious fight occurred in a dormitory at 
the Mountain Home, Idaho, Job Corps camp. 
A corpsman was brutally beaten and slashed 
and stabbed for playing a radio. Subse
quently, it came to light that the assailant 
had three felony convictions, plus a parole 
violation. Notwithstanding, the Job Corps 
paid for an attorney, ball and psychiatric 
treatment for him. When the victim was re
leased from the hospital, he was so mis
treated and threatened by the assailant's 
friends at the camp that he was forced to 
leave. 

For several months residents of New Bed
ford, Mass., were annoyed and abused by 
enrollees at the Rodman Men's Job Corps 
Center. A near-riot and instances of vio
lences at the center caused New Bedford 

authorities to formally demand that Presi
dent Johnson close down the camp. 

Every major projec_t of ... the anti-poverty 
program has been a shambles of chaos and 
turmoil. This bedraggled and wasteful rec
ord speaks for itself, as follows: most con
troversial, confused, mismanaged, extrava
gant and ineffectual. , .. An early pamphlet is
sued by Shriver's office titled "Community 
Action-A Hometown Fight," proved to be 
ironically accurate. 

Community Action programs throughout 
the country have been characterized by end
less internal feuds and dissensions, clashes 
between politicos and the poor, lack of in
volvement of·"the poor at all levels, fiscal irre
sponsib111ty and chicanery, high-salary grab
bing, waste, mismanagement, abuse of funds 
and other .scandals. 

Even Headstart,. widely bailed as the most 
successful of the.anti-poverty pr<;>grams, has 
been skidding into the same trough of bu
reaucratic ·nmddling and· bungling. It .has 
seriously suffered from shifting ellglbility cri
teria and other major defects .. 

As a consequence, there have been a ntim.:. 
ber of instances where a high percentage of 
far-from-poor-and-disadvantaged children 
have been included in the program. 

The Senate Labor Subcommittee consider
ing the new anti-ppverty budget. feels so 
strongly about this gross snaufuing that it 
has voted to shift Headstart to the Office of 
Education. There is strong iikellhood this 
wm be approved by Congress. 

Whether Congress, with its eye on the No·
vember balloting, has the statesmanship and 
courage to di~h the wasteful and sc_andal
riddled $1.75 billion anti-pqverty boongoggle 
is doubtful. There is a lot of political boodle 
in that huge grabbag. 

But the fight to end it should be made-and 
will be to the 'lasting credit of thOse legisla-
tors who :make it. ) : ·'" · 

PROBLEMS CREATED BY PRIVATE 
RtmiNGS REQUESTED BY IRS · 

. Mr. GORE. Mr. President, several 
weeks ago I learned that a private ruling 
was being sought which would, in effect, 
permit Continental Oil Oo. to acquire 
Consolidation Coal Co., one of our largest 
coal producers, with pretax dollars. I 
addressed .the Senate upon this subject 
on June 8. 

Though I would not bar the issuance 
of all advance rulings, since in some in
stances they are useful, if not necessary, 
in effective tax law administration, nev
ertheless, evidence of abuses, or ques
tionable practices, as well as the multi
plicity and magnitude and importance of 
private rulings, has been mounting and 
it seems to me there are Bit least two rea
sons which would properly prompt great
er reluctance on the part of the Internal 
Revenue Service to issue advance rulings 
and to promote a greater concern about 
this practice on the part of the Congress. 

First, questionable transactions, many 
of which would not be risked in the ab
sence of advance approval, via ruling, are 
encouraged. 

Second, private bargaining instead . of 
strict compliance with the law is encour
aged. This is not conducive to fair and 
good tax administration. The all-time 
low in this regard, in my opinion, was 
experienced in the final negotiations on 
modifying the Du Pont-GM ruling where 
law and principle were blatantly dis
carded in favor of an outright bargaining 
over dollar amounts. 

Advance rulings should not provide a 
sanctuary for those who wish to · engage 
in a questionable practice, but who seek 
the security of having the umpire call a 
strike before the ball is even pitched. ' 

· The ruling th'at Is sought in this in
stance is a particularly important one. 
If given, practices which, however ques
tionable, have already been applied with
in the petroleum industries would be ex
tended to another basic 'fuel area. I think 
rulings permitting ABC type • transac
tions within the oil and· gas industries 
are of questionable legality and surely in
equitable. I :find no basis· in either prec
edent or law for extending these rulings 
to coal and other minerals . 

I wish tO suggest that vast ecbnomic 
and social issues are involved when the 
oil and gas industries, already enjoying 
preferential tax treatment, are given the 
privilege, by private ruling, to make capi
tal acquisition of another basic fuel with 
tax-free dollars. 'This is not a question 
of a financial merge~, q.f bankrupts or the 
acquisition of a bankrupt concen;t. Con
solidation Coal is a going concern with 
profitable returns. The tangible results 
of the ruling in question will be a tax sav
ing of hundreds of millions of dollars 
which in my view, would be preferential 
treatment. 

IRS appears to be leaning toward the 
granting of this private ruling for no bet
ter reason, so· far as I have heard, than 
that favorable rulings have heretofore 
beeh given to ABC transactions within 
the oil and gas industries and that it is 
advisable to have continuity of rulings. 
This line of reasoning is hardly sustain-
able. · 

In the :first place, a private ruling is re
quested and proposed. Taxpayers gener
ally are not entitled to rely upon private 
rulings handed doWn , for another tax
payer. Neither is a ta-xpayer entitled to 
an advance ·ruling ort his particular 
proposed transaction on , 'the basis· that 
some other taxpayer has been favored 
with a similar :rulfng.' The pending 
transaction has not been completed. 
Therefore, no damage will have been 
done if a ruling is denied. 

Moreover, rulings, even regulations, are 
frequently modified or reversed. Such 
reversals and modifications have recently 
been made with respect to education ex
pense, swap 'funds, cash discounts being 
included in gross income from mining, 
and the Abercrombie decision having to 
do with accrued interest. I see nothing 
wrong with the rever~al, per se, of a line 
of private rulings. 

But even more importantly, there are 
many points of difference between ABC 
type of transactions in oil and gas, on the 
one hand, and in coal and other minerals, 
on the other. In the case of petroleum, 
for instance, lifting costs are minor as 
compared with the costs of mining coal. 
tn the case of petroleum, many costs are, 
by statutory law, allowable as expenses. 
In the ordinary ABC transactions, the 
production payment is paid out of a :fixed 
share of production, whereas in the 
pending case, it is proposed to be paid out 
of profits. · 

For all these reasonS, it is perfectly 
clear that the taxpayer is nOt, in this 
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case, . entitled · to the r~uested ruling 
either as a matter of right, precedent, 
-equity, or any other principle. At the 
very least, extension of approval of ABC 
transactions outside of oil and gas and 
into other basic industries, particularly 
in the instant case, involving half a bil
lion dollars, calls for a very hard look. 
A transaction of this magnitude and with 
such import to tax law and With such 
economic consequence woul!i, it seems to 
me, require careful and public considera
tion by the U.S. Congress. 

r Mr. President, this great -benefit, which 
may hold such far-reachlng social and 
economic cqnsequences, i~ about to be 
given with a secret ruling, without bene
fit of hearing, without benefit ot public 
debate, without benefit of action by 
Congress. 

I ,have introduced a bill to. forestall 
such a ruling. I call upon the Internal 
Revenue S.ervice, I call upon ·the Com
missioner of Internal Revenue, I . call 
upon the Secretary.ot the Treasury of the 
United States, and I call upon the Presi
dent of the United States to withhold the 
grant~g of this speCial tax favoritism 
until. Congress can take-action. 

' PROPOSED FIREARMS CONTROL 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this morn
ing a number -of my colleagues took to 
the flopr of the Senate to attack and 
criticize the administration's firearms 
control biU which I introQ.uced almost a 
year and a half ago. 

It is not my intention this afternoon to 
specifically answer their arguments 
point by point._ 
- ~ther, I intend to set forth a positive 
case. for fa-vorable action by the Judiciary 
Committee when it meets tomorrow 
mornin_g to consi<J.er this bill. · '. 
· Only 2 week~ ~o. the Nation was hor
rified by the ,incredi_ble massacre of -16 
persons ~t the · l:Tniversity of · Texas. 
Surely, this was -o:qe of the most -shock
ing atrocities in the history of this C9un
try. 

But as shocking as• that may· h~;tve 
been, our citizens sho.W.d realize that an 
equally shocking . occurrence takes place 
every day in this. country. It must not 
.be forgotten . that _15 I?8rsons are mur
dered by guns every single day of the 
,Ye{tr. , Surely, tllis ·is · aiso a m,assacre-a 
continuing, ~assacr,e,._ ~a:r more serious in 
i-ts tragedy and in its impl!~ations for the 
Nation than the rna~~ s]looting in Austin. 

I find it is surprising when in private 
conversation., ): cite this statistic. Every 
day 15 people in this country are mur
dered with firearms. ·The fact that 16 
persons were mqrde;red at the University 
Qf Texas. is a heartbreaking tragedy that 
is just an .additional massacre on that 
day. Fifteen_ people ·S: day l;>eing mur
dered, by fire~rms is something . to be 
shocked , about, in my opirlion, and it is 
a kind of continuing massacre. 

Just last w.eek in my home State of 
Co~ecticut, another· ·man went into a 
frenzy with a gun in ,his hand a-nd shot 
four persons. · 

.The misuse of firearms ,· each year 
brings . death, _ injury, and ... lpltold suffer-

ing to many thousands of innocent 
Americans. 

This senseless- carnage, this awesome 
waste of human life, is bound to con
tinue so long as the ina-dequate laws of 
this country make it possible for those 
who will not or cann_ot be held respon
sible for their own actions to obtain pis
tols, rifles, shotguns, and even heavY 
artillery. 

Last year over·-a million firearms were 
ordered and sold . through . the mails. 
Thousands of these'were delivered to im
mature juveniles, criminals, drug ad
dicts, and emotionally <;listurbed individ-
uals. , 

During this same year ' firearms took 
the lives . of 17-,000 Americans. · Over 
5,500 of these deaths by gun were the 
result of actual murder. The remainder 
were said to be due to accident and 
suicide. In addition, last year witnessed 
the commission of 65,000 robberies and 
assaults by means of a gun. -

No one will ever· convince me that 
there is not a direct relationship between 
the unrestricted sale of lethal weapons 
and the increasing number of deaths and 
injuries by firearms.. · 

The facts point to a single, conclusion: 
When 'murder~. robberies, beatings, and 
maimings occur every 2 minutes in the 
United States, the privilege of handling 
firearms must be restricted_:_within the 
limits of. reasdn and justice-to those 
who can handle them safely and re-
sponsibly. , . , 

Congress Ca.n do something to help 
prevent future unnecessary tragedies. 

More important, I believe the Amer
ican public wants us to do something, 
and to do it soon. . 

The firearms bi~l which is now .pending 
befor~ the Judiciary Committee . is- a 
modest and certainly reasonable piece..,of 
legislation. ' . 

This bill, S. 1592, 1s the end product of 
5-years hard work and intensive study of 
the sale, transportation and use of fire
arms throughout. the Nation. 

The firearms bill' has been. endorsed by 
~resident Johnson, by, the American ·Bar 
Ass~iatJon, by law enforc.ement officers 
across the country, by major newspapers 
and magazines and by innumerable re-
ligious and civic groups. . " . 

Moreover, 7o percent of the individmil 
"Americans who were · polled 'on the issue 
said that they favored -this legislation. 

O{ the 30 percent 'who said they were 
oppOsed to '' stricter controls

1 
over the in

discriminat'e '. sale of firearms, l am sure 
that• many of them have been misled by 
the 'deliberate, ·obvious, and concerted ef
fort of a small minority 'to confuse and 
distort the entire issue. ' · · 

The national ·gun lobbies have, sattJ
rated the country with erroneous de
scriptions of this' bill and what ft would 
do. , , · 

.They have claimed, falsely and ·dis
honestly, that s~rtsmen will no longer 
be able to t'ltke, their rifles across State 
lines. . . - . 
- They· have~ claimed that S. 1592 ac

tually amounts tg a Federal gun registra-
tion law. · · 

They have even gone so far as to claim 
that enactment of this )e~is1atio~· would 

be the first step toward the abolition of 
private ownership of guns. 

These claims have absolutely no basis 
in fact, as can be seen by even a casual 
perusal of the provisions of the bill. 

Just what would the bill do and what 
would it not do? 

-The bill would not prevent the hunter 
from hunting. 

It ·would not prevent the gun collector 
from collecting. 

It would not prevent the legitimate, 
responsible gun enthusiast from pursuing 
any aspect of the. hobby which he now 
enjoys. , 

However, it would prevent a 13-year
old from clipping an ad from a magazine 
and ordering a World War II antitank 
gun through the mails. 

And it would prevent a convicted felon 
from traveling from one State to another 
to buy a revolver for use in still another 
crime, and it would make it more diffi
cult for him to purchase a rifle or 
shotgun. 
·. The wide open traffic in firearms, which 
makes an unlimited arsenal available to 
almost anyone, must ~ brought. under 
some reasonable controls. ·· 
. , My bill cpuld do this, and do it with
out restricting or unduly inconvenien~ing 
legitimate sportsmen and our responsible 
citizens in general. 

Specifically, the firearms blll, S. 1592, 
would prohibit the interstate mail order 
sale of pistols And revolvers to 
individuals. 

It would set a minimum age of 21 for 
the purchase of handguns. 

It would ban'over-the-counter sales to 
persons who are not residents of the 
State ·in which the dealer conducts his 
business. 

With respect to rifles and shotguns, 
this bill would regUlate the interstate sale 
of such weapons bY requiring a poten
tial 'Quyer to· execute an a:ffida vit setting 
forth that he is not a convicted felon, 
and that his purchase of the weapon 
would not be in violation of local laws. 
A copy 1of this affidavit would then be 
furnished to the highest ranking law en
forcement official of the "ptirchaser's own 
place of re~idence. · · 

In addition the sale .of these firearms 
would be limited to persons 18 years -old 
and over. . . 

Despite these facts, this ·well-orga
nized, well-c0ordinated; and well-fi
nanced lobby against the firearms 'bill 
continues to express its unlimited consti
tutional concern over the rights 'of the 
innocent to possess guns. 

. One spokesman told a Senate-commit
tee that a few murders and accidental 
deaths at the hands ' of gunmen is the 
price this country must pay to maintain 
each citizen's constitutional right to keep 
and be.ar arm~. 
. What manner of madness is this? 

The price they .will have us pay is not 
several deaths, but several thousand 
deaths and many more injuries each 
year. 

What a dreadful and absurd price to 
pay-and for what-to perpetuate the 
fallacious and dangerous notion that 
firearms legislation would deprive the in
dividual of his rights_ under the second 
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amendment and render the ciVilian pop
ulation defenseless. 

Let us consider their arguments with 
respect to the second amendment. 

First of all, a series of Supreme Court 
and lower court decisions have disproved 
their basic premise that the second 
amendment to the Constitution guar
antees every citizen the fundamental 
right to go about fully armed. 

Second, the provisions of S. 1592 do 
not abridge or encroach upon those 
rights which are conferred by the sec
ond amendment. 

And third, I fear for America if our 
future security depends not on our 
Armed Forces and our law enforcement 
agencies, but on untrained civilian war
riors who must have unlimited access to 
the weaponry of the world to defend 
their country. 

Yet, this is the absurd type of reason
ing which has influenced our gun laws, 
or rather ourc lack of them, for so long. 

The Federal gun laws are in deplorable 
condition because every serious attempt 
to change them. over the last 30 years has 
been shouted dewn by the gun lobbies, 
who stand prepared to do almost any
thing to gain their ·objectives. 

Something is wrong when 17,000 peo
ple die by guns every year victims of mur~ 
der, suicide, and accidents. 

Something is wrong when more Amer
icans are shot to death in our own streets 
in 1 year than have died serving their 
country in Vietnam. 

Something is wrong when a small 
minority of our population represented 
by an even smaller group of organized 
lobbyists, can effectively block sensible, 
needed gun control legislation. 

Mr. President, no legislative mea.c:;ure 
passed by Congress ever completely 
wipes out the problem it is enacted to 
overcome. Laws are 'not magic, and we 
should not expect the firearms control 
bill now before the Judiciary Committee 
to create a 100-percent guarantee ag.ainst 
the kind of gunfire that struck down 46 
people in Austin, Tex. · 

But every law that we pass is a part of 
the .slow but determined process of re
shaping, of protecting, and of improving 
our society according to the needs and 
the requirements of the times in which 
we live. 

We know that gun laws .and regula
tions do work. 

They are a deterrent to crime, and par
ticularly to murders committed with 
guns. 

The hard fact is that in those States 
with intelligent gun control laws, murder 
by gun is much less frequent than in 
those States with no controls or inef
fective controls. 

Let us look at the gun murder rates for 
the last 4 years in several States which 
have effective gun controls: 

In Pennsylvania, gun murders made 
up 43 percent of the total. 

In New Jersey, it was 39 percent. 
.Apd in New York, with the most strin

gent law in the country, it was a rela
tively low 32 percent. 

All of these States are significantly be
low the national average of 5& percent. 

How do States with little or no firearms 
laws compare with this recbrd? 

In Colorado, 59 percent of the murders 
were committed with guns. 

In Louisiana, it was 62 percent. 
In New Mexico, it was 64 percent. 
In Arizona, it was 66 percent. 
In Montana, it w·as 68 percent. 
In Texas, it was 69 percent. 
And, in Nebraska, it was 70 percent. 
All of the above States show per-

centages which range as high as 15 per
cent above the national average, and as 
high as 38 percent above New York City, 
with its Sullivan law. 

In addition, gun murders in this coun-
try are increasing every year. 

In 1963, there were 4,760 gun murders. 
In 1964, there were 5,090 gun murders. 
And, in 1965, there were 5,634 gun 

murders. 
In the 3 years combined, over half of 

the 30,000 persons murdered in this 
country were killed by gunfire. 

In the f~t of these statistics and the 
serious increases in crime in the last 4 
years, even the most skeptical of gun 
enthusiasts should be willing to admit 
that gun laws, as a deterrent to the mis
use of firearms, do in fact work. 

To say otherwise is to exhibit a total 
disregard for the facts. 

Yet those who have opposed my efforts 
to secure enactment of effective Federal 
gun control seem oblivious to the reali
ties of crime and law enforcement in 
this country. 

As a result of loose firearm control 
laws many thousands of Americans who 
could still be alive, lie dead today. Noth
ing can be done for them. 
· It is on behalf of the living, whose 

lives may yet be lost, that we must now 
act. Even while we hesitate here inno
cent lives are everyday taken by madmen 
and criminals arm~d with guns which 
they have obtained. often without re
straint or control of any kind. 

We have a bill before the Judiciary 
Committee which, as part of the slow 
process of social change and social im
provement, could begin to reshape the 
primitive attitudes of some of our people 
toward the use of firearms. 

The young man in the Texas tower 
was a victim both of his own and of our 
society's pathology. And in the web of 
life in which few things are unrelated, we. 
all share the blame for his plight and for 
the fate of the people whom he sent to 
their deaths. · · 

If we pass this bill in this Congress, 
we can begin to mold a society for future 
generations-a society in which no young 
man will be so conditioned by a perverse 
attachment to firearms, and the hostility 
and violence which this engenders, that, 
in the throes of mental illness, he w111 
resort to mass murder by guns to escape 
the terror of a darkened mind. 

The legislation many of us have worked 
on for so long is ready. The question is, 
is this Congress ready to consider this 
long-overdue step that will carry us out 
of the era of the frontier and put us in 
step with the rest of the civilized world? 

In no other country in the world that 
I know of which claims to be civilized 

does a situation exist like that which 
prevails in our country. In most coun
tries the situation is far superior in the 
sense that there is better control over 
using, possessing, and owning firearms. 

In my opinion Congress is ready for 
this action and I hope that it will soon 
take action. 

VETERAN OF VIETNAM FED UP WITH 
U.S_. EFFORT 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an article from The Arizona 
Republic, of Phoenix, Ariz:, entitled 
"Vietnam Vet Fed Up With U.S. Effort.'' 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

VIETNAM VET FED UP WITH U.S. EFFORT 
(By Robert J. Sarti) 

A young, decorated veteran of the Vietnam 
fighting is on his way back to •the war zone 
today, but he's bound never to shoulder a 
rifle again-at least not in Southeast Asia. 

For poetry-writing, philosophy-reading 
Spec. 4 Paul Edwin Fritz of Tempe, a former 
John Birch Society member and two-time 
volunteer for duty in Vietnam, is now dead 
set against U.S. policies there and he's will
ing to go to jail in support of his convictions. 

"I will fight to defend my country because 
I love my country," says Fritz, who won't be 
20 until next month,. "But nobody has been 
able really to show me that we are defending 
the United States of America over there." 

Fritz, who graduated in 1964 from Mesa 
High School, fought through 11 months in 
Vietnam, was wounded twice and won the 
Bronze Star and the Purple Heart. But when 
he arrives at his base tomorrow he intends-
on the advice of his lawyer-to request con
scientiouS obJector status immediately and 
a transfer to noncombatant duty in some 
other part of the world. 

For the former high school track star and 
football player, the U.S. involvement in the 
Vietnam struggle is indefensible legally, 
morally and pragmatically. At the same 
time, he contends, it has led to a distressing 
tendency toward conformity and intimida
tion at home, where the greatest threat to 
our freedom lies. 

"We're trying to stop communism in Vie't
nam," he says; "but the governments we've 
been supporting there are so rotten and cor
rupt that they actually make the Commu
nists look appealing. We've failed to spread 
anticommunism effectively, but we hav·e suc
ceeded in making the Communists more 
hardcore and in turning many neutralists 
into Communists." 

Fritz does not condone the acts of terror
ism committed by the Vietcong, but .he be
lieves he understands why the Communist 
atrocities have had less adverse propaganda 
effect than ours. 

"The Vietcong are not alienating the peo
ple of South Vietnam because they are the 
people, they are Vietnamese," he says. "They 
are Orientals fighting against Occidental 
Caucasians-us. Race is playing an im
portant part in this war, and the people 
there are beginning to hate all white men." 

Fritz says he has ·seen and participated in 
attBICks which ·have destroyed a peasant vil
lage on the scantiest evidence of Viet sym
pathizers there. H;e also claims direct 
knowledge of the use of torture by both 
sides. 

He says it is this kind of activity which, 
regardless of U.S. intentions, has disen
chanted many Vietnamese with their Ameri
can allies. And it is j\tst this sort of m111-
tary act~on ~hlch indicates to Fritz that, 
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despite administratlon statements to the 
contrary, the United States is more inter
ested in winning the war than in negotiating 
an end to hostilities. 

"M111tarily, we can win this war ·by invad
ing North Vietnam and colonizing it," he 
says. "But we would have to burn it to the 
ground and then rebuild, just as we did Nazi 
Germany. 

"It's for this reason that I oppose our 
stand on moral as well as pragmatic grounds. 
What we are doing there, in-effect, is waging 
a war against the Vietnamese people and 
not, as we would like to believe, for democ
racy and against communism." 

Fritz also has what he calls "legal" reasons 
for opposing U.S. involvement, reasons which 
involve such document's and historical 
events as the U.S. Constitution and the 
Geneva Conference of 1954. 

He says, for instance, that when the "des
potic" Ngo Dinh Diem originally invited U.S. 
troops .into the country, it was as if we had 
issued the invitation ourselves. 

The dry legal arguments, though, are win
dow dressing for Fritz in comparison to the 
more basic moral and pragmatic problems. 
Whereas the former were culled from books, 
the latter were the. result of contacts with 
the Vietnamese people and his own personal 
soul-searching. . 

Three days after graduating from high 
school he enlisted in .the· Army because "I 
had no i(:lea of what I wanted to do and I 
knew they would be getting .me anyway." 
While stationed at Ft. Hood, Tex., last July 
he volunteered for combat duty in Vietnam. 

"I had been in tne Army a little better than 
a year and I was bored,'~ he says. "I. .was 18 
then. and the romantic aspects of the war, as well as the better pay and poss1b111t1es for 
promotion, seemed pretty attracth:e. 

"If I'd written down a list of w.hy I wanted 
to go, patriptism wo~ld have been pretty :tar 
down. Actually, I felt I was a professional 
soldier and I just wanted to do m:y job, 
which was tp ,fight." , 

Fighting was what he did for 11 months, 
and last month he asked for an extension of 
his term of duty in Vietnam. ;But, ln. the 
meanwhile, he had sought out many Viet
namese stu(:lents in Saigon to learn their 
views of the Wf\r. . 

. "I was gur~ous about the yo-qng Vietnamese 
an~ whe~ I got to know tpem I found o-qt 
that they didn't s-gpport the Saigon govern
ment. Th,ey are fiercely, nationalistic and 
they resent foreign domination; whether ours 
or the Communists." 

Fritz says that the-students, most of whom 
were Christians, explained to him that. the 
current war is an extension of one which has 
been coi;ltinuing for 20 years, and all with the 
same ol;>jec_tive: elimination of fpreign influ-
ence. . . 

"From my experience and from contacts 
with the enemy and from past published re
ports, I found that the ratio of Vietcong .to 
North Vietnamese is about 9-to-1. The im
presslon -that we get in this country is that 
it's an all-out invasion, when actually it's a 
civil war." 

Fritz is in favor of unilateral American 
withdrawal from Vietnam. Then the Viet
namese (North and South are really onQ 
country, he says) could decide their own 
fate. 

"I believe the Vietnamese people are so 
fiercely independent that they would throw 
off any foreign invader," he says. "If com
munism took over, 1t would be a Vietnamese 
communism and would suit their needs, or 
they would overthrow it. After all, they hate 
the Chinese." 

Fritz sees little danger in the "interna
tional Communist conspiracy," although he 
stands ready · to fight · if this country ls in
vaded or seriously threatened. He is quite 
alarmed, however, at what he considers to 
be' the "drift away from individual respon
sib111ty" by Americans. 

It is a theme which has concerned the 
discerning "Christian agnostic" for several 
years and which had got him interested orig
inally in the Birch Society and the presi
dential candidacy of Barry Goldwater. He 
now says he is less dogmatic, but still sees 
disquieting signs in such events as the civil 
rights acts and the big-city riots. 

"Our greatest enemy is apathy and loss of 
individual responsibility," he says. "I don't 
think we have anything to fear from direct 
armed invasion, but I do think there is a 
possib111ty of an internal breakdown due to 
the downgrading of morality." 

Facing up in the last few weeks to what 
he sees as his own respons-ib111ty, Fritz now 
hopes the Army will allow him to follow the 
dictates of his conscience while st111 doing 
his duty. He hopes to get an honorable dis
charge eventually and to go to college. 

"I want to serve my country in the best 
way I can and st111 keep my moral integrity," 
he says. "The next 90 days probably will 
tell whether I'll be allowed to." 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the arti
cle points out that the veteran, who 
fought in Vietnam for 11 months, is seek
ing to be classified as a conscientious 
objector because he has come to the con
clusion that our war in Vietnam is im
moral, unjustified, we are not wanted 
there, it is a civil war, and we have no 
business there. He has announced that 
he refuses to do any more killing and is 
asking to be reassigned as a conscientious 
objector. 

OREGhN'S FOREST F:UTURE 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it is well 

known. in the Senate that during my 
years of service here, · I have· sought to 
prevent the mowing down of the great 
forests of my State by predatory eco
nomic interests that put the profit dollar 
above the rich profits that generations 
of Americans have a right to enjoy as 
trustees of the natural resources of their 
country, in this instance, our forests. 

:{n the past ,several.) weeks, I h,~ve used 
my desk in the Senate to warn the people 
of my State and the country that there 
are signs of ·renewed effort on the part 
of certain predatory economic interests 
to seek to devast~te our forests by un
wise cutting practices. 

I add an additional, brief chapter to 
this account this afternoon, but I shall 
continue to speak out periodically in op
position to those predatory ' economic 
forces in my State which have designs 
upon our forests and '- who take advan
tage of every opportunity to follow a 
nonconservation practice in respect to 
the cutting of timber. 

Mr. President, questions involving for
est policy, especially ·on the national for
ests administered by the Forest Service 
and lands administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management .in Oregon, are sub
jects of lively interest in my State. This 
is to be expeeted because Oregon is the 
largest timber State in the Nation and 
its national forests and other Federal 
forests are most productive. 

Unfortunately, issues come up from 
time to time on which the facts are not 
available and many well-m~aning people 
are misled. When people fail to under
stand the facts, the solutions they seek 
may be erroneous. 

Earlier, I instructed members of my 
staff to undertake an analysis of timber 

issues in Oregon. However, this matter 
became so complex that I decided to turn 
to the Forest Service for some further 
facts. Later, I consulted on the same 
topic with the Bureau of Land Manage
ment. 

Out of this consultation grew a sta.1f 
paper, entitled "The Timber Supply and 
Demand Situation in Western Oregon," 
which has been prepared jointly by the 
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

I make these preliminary statements 
because in this period a new Bureau of 
Land Management Director-Mr. Boyd 
Rasmussen-has been appointed. He 
came from a long background in the 
Forest Service. Lest anyone should get 
erroneous ideas when I say that the staffs 
of these two great conservation agencies 
have worked together in producing this 
fine joint effort, I should point out that 
this cooperative effort does not presage~ 
merger of the Forest Service and Bureau 
of Land Management. 

There are some people in my .State 
who are trying to read into Secretary 
Udall's selection of Mr. Rasmussen to 
head the Bureau of Land Management, 
their own ideas or fears of what this 
may mean. 
· I want it clear that this joint paper 

was prepared because I asked these two 
agencies to cooperate. 

There is a great deal of discussion in 
various segments of the timber indus
try about allowable cut~. speed-up cut
ting in public forests, and the export of 
logs from Oregon-. . 

The excellent. paper that was prepared 
for me highlights the basic and control
ling facts. 

LOG :j!:XPORTS 

First. One significant fact for those 
who are concerned about log exports is 
that in 1965 they -totaled 2.7 percent of 
total log production in Oregon or 199 
million board feet of logs. 
· Second. Only three Oregon ports ex

port logs. 
Third. One hundred and eight million 

board feet of these exports were shipped 
from Astoria which is 60 miles from the 
nearest Federal forests. Thus, practi
cally all of these, logs probably were from 
private lands. 

Fourth. Two-thirds of the logs shipped 
from Coos Bay-29 out of 45 million 
board feet--were Port Orford cedar, a log 
traditionally exported. 

This log, incidentally, does not have 
any great commercial demand in our own 
country. It is a type of log which is 
used in some foreign lands, but has a 
difficult time competing in this country 
with more desirable types of lumber. 

Fifth. Federal timber exported prob
ably accounts for less than 1 percent of 
the log production in Oregon. Yet the 
protesters in regard to log exportations 
tend to lead one to believe that quanti
tatively this is a matter of great import
ance and concern to the lumber industry 
of my State. The facts presented in this 
joint paper would not seem -to bear out 
their fears. · 

Those who think it would be wise to 
control log exports through controls on 
logs exported from Federal forests ought 
to weight these facts. 
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In addition, Secretary of Commerce 

Connor's letter of August 8 to my col
league, the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON], on the fact that the 
log exports do not meet the short supply 
criterion, is a significant document for 
study by those who would control log 
exports. 

Secretary of Commerce Connor's let
ter to the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON] appears in the joint study 
which, just before closing my remarks, I 
shall ask to have printed in the RECORD. 

ALLOWABLE CUT5-SUSTAINED YIELD 

It is significant that the Forest Service 
and Bureau of Land Management re
affirm their support for maintaining 
sustained-yi~ld under the even-flow con
cept. They point out that there are op
portunities to increase the cutting of tim
ber by salvaging mortality in old stands, 
undertaking thinnings in young stands, 
and adopting other steps which intensify 
their management of the forest. 

The Forest Service-BLM staff paper 
points out the growing inroads that have 
been made on.private timber stocks and 
the fact that private timber stands will 
be further depleted. This is a matter 
which will require conscientious study in 
my State, because it points up the seri
ousness of our timber supply situation 
at present, and for the ~uture. 

Some people take the position that the 
timber supply should 'meet the needs for 
the installed industrial capacity depend
ent upon the timber. Others argue that 
the .installed industrial capacity cannot 
continue to use more · than the land can 
produce under foreseeable levels of man-, 
agement. ·-· 

The heavy inroads already; made and 
projected for private timber also raise 
serious questions about community sta
bility as private stocks are further de-
pleted. r 

What is the public responsibility and 
what is the private responsibility? In 
my view both public and private officials 
need to develop a mechanism for coming 
to ·grips with this issue. It is the root 
of the dilemma that confronts our State. 
It is the cause for some of the bizarre 
suggestions and panaceas that are being 
advanced as "solutions.': 

The staff paper to which I have , al
luded lists the sources of data used. 
They. are too voluminGus to .Print in the 
RECORD. However, should anyone wish 
to obtain them I shall be pleased to 
direct them to the proper source of these 
publications. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be printed at the conclusion of my re
marks my letter, of August 10, 1966, to 
the Chief of the Forest Service which is 
identical to a letter I addressed on the 
same to the Director of the Bureau of 
Land Management, and the text of 
identical replies I received from As
sociate Director Greeley of the Forest 
Service and· Director Rasmussen of the 
Bureau of Land Management, dated 
August 15, 1966. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) · 

Mr. MORSE. In addition I ask 
unanimous c~ns~nt that the text of the 

Forest Service-BLM paper entitled "The 
Timber Supply and Demand Situation in 
Western Oregon," be printed in the REc
ORD at the conclusion of my remarks, 
along with related correspondence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. MORSE. At this time I want to 

express my appreciation to the chief of 
the Forest Service, Mr. Edward Cliff and 
Director Boyd Rasmussen for the work 
they and their staffs undertook at my 
request. I shall look forward to the con
structive comments that people in my 
State may wish to offer, along with their 
ideas on how to achieve conservation 
goals in the proper management of our 
Federal timber. 

EXHIBIT 

Mr. EDWARD P. CLIFF, 
Chief, U.S. Forest Service, 
Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

AUGUST 10, 1966. 

DEAR MR. CLIFF: Recently a number of my 
staff called upon your office for consultation 
and assistance in connection with the prep
aration of an analysis of the timber supply 
situation in Western Oregon, with special 
reference to allowable cuts and log exports. 
I wish to take this opportunity to express my 
deep appreciation for the very fine work that 
was rendered by your staff 1n connection with 
this problem. The issues are so complicated 
and technical that I would have encountered 
real difficulties in properly evaluating these 
problems had it not been for the outstanding 
help and cooperation of your office. 

I was so impressed by the final form of 
the analysis mentioned above that I would 
like to have a joint paper prepared by the 
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Man
li.gement setting forth the highlights of the 
Western Oregon timber supply situation in a. 
form suitable for use in a Senate speech, the 
text of which wm be issued for general re
lease. 

Because I regard time as being of the es
sence, if it would be possible for you to supply 
this paper by August 15, in a form "compar
able to that in which your staff prepared 
the analysis mentioned in paragraph one, it 
would be most helpful to me. As you may 
recall, the analysis to which I allude was the 
one which staff members of the Forest Serv
ice and the Bureau of Land Management re
view·ed with my AdmJnistrative Assistant, 
Mr. Berg. 

With appreciation and best regards; 
Sincerely, 

. '. 
Han. WAYNE MoRSE,. 
U.S. Senate. 

WAYNE MORSE. 

AUGUST 15, 1966. 

D..EAR SENATOR MORSE: This is in response 
to your identical letters of August 10, 1966, 
to us and the Director of . the Bureau of 
Land Management, requesting a jointly pre
pared analysis of the timber supply and de
mand situation in western Oregon, copy of 
which is enclosed. 

Within the time available, it has been 
necessary to prepare this paper by highlight
ing existing published material. This ma
terial, cited at the conclusion of the report, 
more fully portrays the situation. Anyone 
using this hig:q.Ught report, particularly if 
they wish to go into the subject in detail, 
should utillze the source documents. 

Likewise, w1 thin western Oregon there are 
various local situations. This statement is 
designed to fairly reflect only the overall 
western Oregon picture. 

We appreciate the compliment you have 
paid our staffs. In fulfi111ng our obllgation 

to assure the most effective resource man
agement, we believe it is essential that there 
be public understanding of the capab1llties 
as well as the limitations that exist. We 
hope this paper aids in presenting the pic
ture objectively. 

Should there be further facts we can use
fully provide, we will do so. 

Sincerely yours, 
Enclosures. 

A. W. GREELEY 
Associate Chief, Forest Service. 

BOYD L. RASMUSSEN, 
Director, Bureau of Land Management. 

ExHIBIT 2 
THE TIMBER SUPPLY AND DEMAND SITUATION 

IN WESTERN OREGON 
{Prepared by the Bureau of Land Manage

ment, U.S. Department of the Interior, and 
Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agricul-' 
ture.) 

This state:J;P.ent ·summarizes the present 
and prospective timber supply and demand 
situation in western Oregon with special ref
erence to log exports. It has been based on 
information published in a number of recent 
studies of the national and regional timber 
situation and official correspondence.l Any
one interested in exploring the situatien in 
depth should go to these · primary sources. 

PROJECTIONS FOR A GROWING NATION 
Recent projections indicate that the popu

lation of the United States wlll reach 260 
miilion people by 1985. Related projections 
show that gross national product, disposable 
personal income, and construction expendi
tures will double; industriaL raw material 
use rise 1 Y:z times; and construction material 
consum~tion increase 55 percent in the same 
period. , 

Timber products. The demand for timber 
products is also expeCted · to grow rapidly. 
By 1985 the demand for plywood apd pulp
wood wlll be about twice 1962 levels, and 
lumber demands wlll increase 20 percent. 
Net imports will rise, but most of the demand 
for roundwood will come from domestic 
forests. The timber cut from growing stock 
is projected to increase about 50 percent. · 

Pacific Northwest.2 The timber and land 
resources of the Pacific Northwest indicate 
it wm conth1'ue to supply ,an important part 
of the Nr tion's wood needs. This region con
tains 46 L mlllion acres of commercial forest 
land and 875 blllion board feet of softwood 
s~wtimber (42 percent of the national total), 
much of which is of large size and good 
quallty. The timber-based industries pro
duce half of the Nation's softwood lumber, 
90 percent of its softwood plywood, ·and a 
quarter of the pulpwood. Logging and man
ufacturing production costs are favorable. 

The public agencies have 58 percent of the 
commercial forest area and 70 percent of the 
softwood sawtimber volume in the region. 
This Federal land is managed to produce a. 
continuous supply of timber. Over half of 
the remaining area in the region is 0\yned by 
the forest industry segment practicing rea
sonable levels of forest management. 

Western Oregon. Western Oregon has 15.l 
mllllon acres of commercial forest land, , 
about a third of that in the Pacific North- 
west. These lands contain 411 blllion board 
feet of sawtimber or 45 percent of the region's 
supply. Western Oregon has abo).lt 275 bil
lion board feet of Douglas-fir sawtimber; 
two-thirds of this, primarlly in public forests, 
is in trees 29 inches and larger in diameter. 

Average sawtimber volumes in western 
Oregon are 27,000 board feet per acre, almost 

1 The sources of information are indicated 
in Exhibit 1, "List of Information Sources." 
one interested in exploring the situation in 
depth should go to these primary sources. 
~The Pacific Northwest is defined as Ore

gon and Washington. 
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" double that of the Pacific Northwest. The 

average net annual growth is about 200 board 
feet ~r acre, only 40 percent of the almost 
500 board feet per acre being realized in 
western Washington. This difference is 
largely due to the large reserve 9f old-growth 
timber in the forests of western Oregon. 

Prospective timber harvest. The current 
allowable cut on western Oregon's National 
Forests is 2.3 blllion board feet; this is pro
jected to rise to 2.5 b1llion board feet by 1985. 
On other public lands in western Oregon, pri
marily the Bureau of Land Management's, 
the current allowable cut is 1.5 b1llion board 
feet; this is projected to increase to 1.8 bil
lion board feet by 1985. Additional supplies 
of timber will come from materials not now 
considered as part of the live sawtimber 
allowable cut-the mortality occurring in 
old-growth stands and thinnings from on-
coming second-growth stands. . 

The current cut on private lands is 4.2 
billion board feet. This is expected to drop 
to 3.8 bill1on board feet by 1985.• 

Prospective timber industry development. 
Log production in western Oregon in the 
1960-65 period is shown in the following 
tabulation: 

Log production • 
[Billion board feet, Scribner'log rule] 

Year: 
1960------- ~ --~ -- ~------------------ 6.9 
1961-------------------------------- 6.0 
1962-------------------------------- 7.0 
1963-------~------------------------ 7.1 
1964----------------·---------------- 7. 7 
1965-------------------------------- 7.5 
This general level of output has been 

maintained for"the last decade or so. There 
have, however, been important shifts among 
uses. The volume of logs going into veneer 
and plywood and wood pulp has been rising 
while that going tnto lumber has declined. 
These trends are projected to continue for 
the next two 'decades. 

Employment in the timber-based indus
tries in western Oregon has not changed 
much in J;ecent years. However, as a result 
of increases in productivity in the period 
1950-1963, the number of employees per unit 
of timber processed has dropped 20 percent 
in logging, 42 percent in sawmilling, 50 per
cent in veneer and plywood, and 36 percent 
in pulp and paper. 

These trends are expected to continue. As 
a result, employment is projec~ to drop 
from about 66,000 in 1962 to 66,000 in 1986-
an annual decrease of 480 employees per year. 
The decline is expected to be concentrated 
in sawmi111ng and logging. Increases are 
anticipated in veneer and plywood, pulp and 
paper, and "other wood" iD:dustries, such as 
fabrication of component parts for buildings. 
In western Washington employment is ex
pected to continue at about the present level. 

Log exports-Pacific Northwest. One tim
ber supply-stumpage price factor 1s the in
crease in log exports since 1960. In 1965 
about 900 million board feet (Scribner log 
scale) or 6 percent of the logs produced in 
the Pacific Northwest were exported. This 
was 8 percent above 1964 and about 9 times 
that of 1960. 

Japan, the destination of 86 percent of 
1965 shipments, has been the principal mar
ket for the increased log exports. However, 
exports to British Columbia from Washington 
have increased from 7 million board feet in 
1961 to 121 milUon board feet in 1965. 

During the first half of 1966, softwood 
log exports were 527 million board feet, a 
rate, if continued, of over a billion board 
feet per year. Recent reports from Japan 
indicate that the demand for imported tim
ber is expected to nearly double in the next 
decade. This may result in further increases .. 

a Figures used here are International %'" 
Log Rule. 

in softwood log shipments 1rom the Pacific 
Northwest. 

In contrast to logs, softwood lumber ex
ports from the Pacific Northwest in 1964 were 
only 338 million board feet-slightly above 
the 295 million board feet shipped in 1961. 
Shipments to Japan were 21 million board 
feet, less than a quarter of the total in 1961. 

Log exports-western Oregon. Log ex
ports from western Oregon in 1965 were 199 
million board feet (Scribner log scale). This 
represented 2.7 percent of production. In 
contrast, log exports in Washington com
posed about 12.7 percent of production. 

AboUit two-thirds of the exports (29 m1llion 
board feet in 1965) from Coos Bay are Port 
Orford cedar, a log traditionally exported and 
not widely used by domestic industries. 
Douglas-fir exports from Oregon in 1965 are 
estimated at 32 miilion board feet. The re
maining exports-138 m1llion board feet-are 
largely composed of western hemlock and the 
true firs. 

[Million board feet, Scribner log scale] .. 

Log ex
ports as 

Area Log pro- Log a percent 
duction exports of log 

Western Washington __ _ 
Western Oregon _______ _ 

5. 5 
7. 5 

700 
119.9 

produc
tion 

12.7 
2. 7 

1 Oregon log exports originate from 3 ports: 

[Million board feet, Scribner log scale] 

Ports 

• 4 L 

Portland_----------- - -- ____ _ 
Coos Bay-------------------Astoria _____ ------ ___ _______ _ 

TotaL __________ ------. 

Log ~xports 

1st 
1965 quarter, 

1966 

46 31.5 
45 11.0 

108 12.4 

199 54.9 

Data are not available on the proportion 
of log exports originating from public and 
private timberlands. There is very little 
public timberland within 60 miles of Astoria, 
the port of major Oregon exports (lOB mil
lion board feet). The only practical means 
of putting logs in Astoria for export are 
either to truck them in or float them down 
the Columbia past other Washington state 
ports which are also engaged in log exports. 
In view of this situation and the large vol
ume of exports from this port, it see~1 rea
sonable to conclude that Jn06It of the exports 
from western Oregon come 'from private 
timber. · 

In summary, log exports amounted to 199 
million board feet or 2.7 percent of the 7.5 
b1llion board feet of logs produced in western 
Oregon in 1965. Of the logs exported, 15 
percent were Port Orford cedar and 70 per
cent hemlock and true firs. Only 15 percent 
were Douglas-fir, the species preferred by 
local industries. Log exports originating 
from public lands were probably .less than 
one percent of all the timber produced in 
Oregon. 

CURRENT ISSUES 

Log supplies. The log supply problems ex
perienced by many mills dependent on pur
chased timber have been the souroe pf much 
controversy in western Oregon and the Pacific 
Northwest. A number of different and diver
gent views have emerged. 

One view is that the timber supply shQ-uld 
meet the needs for the installed industrial 
capacity dependent upon the timber. The 
other side of the a.rgw;nent is that the in
stalled industrial capacity cannot continue 
to use more than the land can produce under 
foreseeable levels of management. 

A second view is tha.t the allowable cuts 
on public timberlands can be increased sub
stantially. Some proponents urge a radical 
departure from the concept o:( even flow of 
timber on the public forests by a drastic re
duction of its sawtimber inventory. These 
proponents assume that private forests would 
supply timber during the period when it is 
necessary to reduce the cut from the public 
forests, Adherence 1io sustained yield forestry 
on private lands is .voluntary and is practiced 
on only part of the private forest land. Pub
lic policy based upon statutes requires adher
ence to sustained yield on Fede·ral forest 
lands. 

The a'lternative and preferable approach to 
abandoning the even flow concept on Federal 
forests is to increase timber supplies through 
intensification of management practices. 
There are a. number of actions which could 
be taken. For example, with additional sales 
flna:p.cing it would be possible to accelerate 
offerings of timber not usually included in 
the allowable cut such as prelogging, salvage, 
and thinnings in young-growth stands. Ac
celeration in the construction of forest roads 
would permit the harvest of such material in 
presently inaccessible stands. In addition, 
future timber supplies can be increased by 
prompt regeneration of harvested stands, by 
planting no'nstocked areas, and by reinforce
ment planting of poorly stocked areas. Stand 
improvement measures would also .increase 
the quality and quantity of timber availa.ble 
for future use. All these actions would in
crease the output while improving growing 
stock. · 

LOG EXPORTS 

A major contention is that log exports are 
an important threat.to forest products' price 
stability as well as to the continued opera
tion of Pacific Northwest plants. The data 
show that the current drain from log exports 
is small in western Oregon. They also show 
that the reduction in private timber supplies 
has had a more important effect on prices 
and the demand for public timber, which 
constitutes the major supply of mills depend
ent upon purchased logs. 

Proponents of exports say there are sub
stantial economic benefits to forest land
owners, loggers, longshoremen, and export
ers, and that exports contribute importantly 
to local business a.nd employment. 

EFFORTS TO REDUCE COMPETITION FOR LOGS 

There are several ways of reducing compe
~ition ·for stumpage and , logs in the Pacific 
Northwes~. r 

Agreement on mix of exports. One early 
suggestion was for the negotiation of an 
agreement with the Japanese for a mixed 
trade of logs, lumber, and plywood. Such a 
trade pattern would be desirable from the 
S.tandpoint of many mills in ·the Pacific 
Northwest. However, tt would be necessary 
at the same time to stabilize total wood ex
ports since any increase in overall demand 
would further intensify 1~ competition 
among domestic concerns. 

Marketing areas-community sustained 
yiEUd. There have been a number of sug
gestions for restrictions on the export of logs 
cut from public lands. Both under the 
1937 O&C Act and the 1944 Sustained Yield 
Act there are provisions which permit the 
Secretaries of · Interior and Agriculture to 
create what in effect are marketing a.reas1n 
which timber must be given primary process
ing. The Bureau of Land Management had 
e: series of such units in western Oregon 
from 1946-1955 when they were abolished 
with the general support of the forest in
dustries. In a few limited instances, the 
Forest Service has ut11ized comparable sus
tained yield units. There is. a unit in east
ern Oregon. 

Secretary Freeman held public hearings 
in March 1965 on a proposal to create a 
giant-size sustained yield unit encompassing 
the Pacific Northwest. This was turned 
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down ill September 1965 on the basts that 
the 1944 Act was .not an ·appropriate means • 
for controlling log exports. 

Small Business Set Asides. Small busi
ness set-asides sales- have been suggested as 
another means of controlling the export of 
logs cut from Federal lands. Under t~e pro
visions of the Small Business Act, federal 
timber may be .designated for competitive 
sales to small business. The regulations 
define small business as firms with 500 or 
less employees and provide that only 70 
percent of the timber in a sale secured by 
small business must be manufactured by it. 
The employment size class for this industry 
is so large that a great btilk of the firms 
classify •as small business. The Small Busi
ness Act was not intended as an export con
trol device and is not a satisfacto:ry means . 
of effecting log export controls. 

The use of either the small business set
aside or the marketing acts as export con
trol devices on timber cut from Federal lands 
would involve considerations beyond the 
responsibill~les of .the Departments of Agri
culture and Interior. In addition if con
trols of any kind are initiated on loga cut 
from public lands, it is likely that the re
sulting reduction in -the export of logs wlll 
be partly offset by increases in exports of 
logs cut from private lands. To be effective, 
restrictions would have to be placed on all 
softwood exports. · 

Export controls. The only existing au
thority for controls is the Export Control 
Act of 1949. On February 14, 196~. the Sec
retary of Commerce, who has the · respOllSi
blllty for administering this Act, placed con
trols on exports of black walnut logs for a 
one-year period. Included in the overall 
goal of that program was the expectation 
that efforts would be taken under domestic 
conserva:tion efforts to bring annual con
sumption of veneer walnut logs close to bal
ance with estimated growth. The Secretary 
observed at that time that export controls 
would not achieve meaningful conservation 
without a concurrent reduction in domestic 
consumption. One year later he dropped 
these controls pointing out that they had 
failed. 

On ·September 22, 1965, after once again 
examining the basic facts, the Secretary of 
Commerce reaffirmed his decision to drop 
walnut log controls. No action had been 
taken to balance domestic consump-tion with 
growth nor did the control operate effectively. 
He said the Act' was not intended as a price 
control· device to benefit one segment of an 
industry to the detriment of other segments 
of that industry. He also pointed out that 
there waa no adequate basis on which to use 
the export control authority for the protec
tion of the domestic eoonomy unless accom
panied by meaningful conservation on the 
domestic side. 

Recently Secretary Connor has reviewed 
the softwOOd log situation in the Pacific 
Northwest and the use of the Act to control 
log- exports. The Secretary's conclusions 
follow: if 

"The Export Control Act provides for the 
imposition of export controls on grounds of 
'national security,• 'foreign policy,' and 'short 
supply.' With respect to the latter, export 
control authority is specifically ~nferred 
under the Act 'to protect the domestic econ
omy frc;>m the excess! ve drain of scarce ma
terials and to reduce the lntlatlonary impact 
of -abnormal foreign demand.' ' 

"The criteria for imposing export controls 
on grounds 0! 'short supply' are not met in 
this situation. First, there is not a shortage 
of softwoOd timber nationally or even re
gionally. The latest available forest survey 
data, contained in the omctal report of the 
U.S. Forest Service, 'Timber Trends in the 
United States,' indicate vast resources of 
softwood growing stock on commercial forest 
land 'including 2,058,022 _million board feet of 
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sawtimber size as of J.anuary 1, · 1968.. 0~ 
the basts of rising lumber and.,plywood out
put since 1963, it is estimated. that the cur
rent annual cut of sawtimbe:r is close to 
40,000 milllon board feet. Even if the cut_
ting rate should be increased, there is 
scarcely any prospect. that our softwood saw
timber resources face any serious depletion 
inasmUch as the annual growth .increment 
(which 1s estimated at about 35,000 million 
board feet annually) covers the cutting drain 
to a substantial degree: According to the 
sam.e Forest Service data, 42 percent of our 
national softwood timber inventory is lo
cated in the States of Washington and 
Oregon. 

"Second, if we consider the current exports 
of softwood logs from the standpoint of their 
impact on domestic stumpage prices, it does 
not appear that such price increases as have 
occurred in recent years were due primarily 
to exports. Stumpage prices for softwood 
timber, as refiected in National Forest tim
ber sales, have fiuctuated greatly during the 
last ten years as a result of various !actors 
including domestic market conditions, tim
ber quality, species composition, accessibility 
of supply, export demand for logs and others. 
Log exports represent approximately only 2.5 
percent of the total annual cut of softwood 
timber in the United States. Even if we con
sider the volume of log exports in relation to 
total softwood timber cut in the States of 
Washington and Oregon, such exports repre
sent only about 6 percent. On this oasis it 
1s not likely that foreign demand for soft
wood logs was a dominant factor in the re
cent increases in stumpage prices." 

It seems clear that the criteria in the Ex
port Control Act cannot be met and that new 
legislative criteria will be needed to impose 
controls. 

International aspects. Any major curtail~ 
ment of log exports would have an important 
and undesirable effect on our balance of 
trade position and entail economic losses in 
other sectors of the economy in Oregon and 
Washington. Such a c~tallment would also 
have an unfavorable impact on relationships 
with Japan-a major market for other U.S. 
goods. International commitments under 
GATT require that export restrictions be 
paralleled by restrictions on .do~estic con
sumption. 

FEDERAL FOREST MANAGEMENT 

'Progress in the last decade. Exhibit 2 
summarizes major steps taken by the two 
agencies to intensify Federal forest manage
ment. Acres reforested have increased three
fold on National Forests and fivefold on BLM · 

lands during the , decade. Ten years ago 
young-~owth management was just be~in-r 
ning on pu]?llc lands ,in western Oregon. 
Today it is an important activity in the pro
grams of both agencies. Road expe~ditures 
have increased five times on National Forests 
and doubied on BLM areas. Commercial 
thinnings are becoming the rule rather than' 
interesting experiments. These things have 
made it possible to double the volumes har
vested annually . . Timber revenues have m
c;reased, giving added income to comr::J.unlties 
and support to local industries. 

EXHIBlT 1 
LIST OF INFORMATION SOURCES 

U.S . . Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, "Timber Trends in the United 
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ucts Industries of Oregon and Washington, 
195Q-1963" (PortlaJ?.d, Oregon: Pacific. North
west Forest and Range Experiment Station, 
1965). 

Orvllle L. Freema;n. ~etter to Paul Shew, 
Chai;rman, Save Our Logs Committee, Everett, 
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me;rce, Washington, D.C., concerning restric
tions . on softwood log exports (Washington: 
Department of Commerce, August' 8, 1966). 
---. Decision of the . Secretary of Com

merce regarding walnut log export controls 
(Washington: Department of Commerce, 
February 12, 1965) . · 

---.Letter to Senator Warren G. Mag
nuson, Chairman, Committee on Commerce~ 
Washington, D.C., reaffirming decision, not to 
renew walnut log export controls (Washing
ton: Department of Commerce, September 
22, 1965). 

E _XHIBIT 2.-Pub-lic forest mana_gement progress in last decade, western Oregon 1 . 

Forest Service Bureau of Lsild Management 

Allowable cut increases ____ ___ From 1,341,000,000 board feet in 1955 to. 
. 2,003,000,000 board feet in 1965. 

neforestation--- -~----------·-- Planting and seeding: 1955, 10,279 acres; 
1965, 33,630 acres . .. · , . 

Young growth management-.._ Thinning and release: 1955, 36 acres; 
1965, 12,773 acres. · 

Timber cut and value________ 1955, 1,249;000,()()() board feet, $16,~00,000; 
. 1965, 2,-520,000,000 board feet, $61,400,-

• 000. • 
Road and trall expenditures. ~ 1955, $1,749,000; 1965, $8,146,000 2 ________ _ 

1 Latest available figures used. 

From 614,000,000 board feet to 1;127,000,-
000 board feet. 

Current with rate of cutting average 
planting 24,000 acres per year. Acres 
reforested: 1955, 5,560 acres; 1965, 27,269 
acres. 

Establishment of the Tillamook field 
office to obtail'l practical information. 
for intensive management of young 
gr.owth stands. . 

1956, 612,000,000 board feet, $18,300,000; 
1966, 1,012,000,000 board feet, $315,800,· 

000 (timber sold). , 
1956, $3,909,000; 1966, $6,802,000. 

2 This does ljOt include $4,5?5,000 special allotment for repairing flood damage. 

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 

Washington, D.C., August 8, 1966. 
Hon. WARREN G. M.&GNUSON, 
Chairman; Committee on Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, · 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is .in further 
reply to your letter of June so, 1966, in which 
you c~mpare the situation preva1ling ·With 

respect · to softwood 1~ with the situation 
which led to the imposition of controls on 
exports of cattle hides, and request t.hat con
sideration be given to imposing controls on 
exports of domestic logs. ' 

1 The question of. restricting exports of soft-' 
woOd logs and the broader Issue of the eco
nc>mic condition of the lumber and plywood 
industries have received pa.rtlcular attention 
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by tb18 'Dep8.rtment 'iuiet1 other agencies over 
the last several years. You will recall that in 
response to a suggeStion contained ln your 
letter o:f J\llY ~o. 1964, a T~k Force on SOft
wood r:og. 'Expo'rts was esta}?lished b~. Secre
tary Hodges. In addition to the Department . 
of Conimerce, the Departments . Of State, 
Agriculture, Interior and Labor ·anc1 the 
Small Business Administration were repre
sented on th.e Task Force~ As I reported to 
you in my lettez: o:f pecember 9, 1965, after 
considerable study o! the problems· ~~olved 
in the softwood log and' lumber situation, 
this Task Force concluded that restrictions 
on the exports of softwood logs were not 
warranted under the circumstances. While 
increased exports of logs may have con
tributed to the dimculties of some sawmills 
in the Pacific Northwest, the report found 
that their impact could not be isolated in 
view of the presence of several other impor
tant factors such as intra-industry competi
tion and changes in technology. Accord
ingly, the Task Force Report recommended 
a positive program to increase timber avail
ability generally to domestic sawmills and 
particularly to assure that small firms would 
obtain a :fair share--of publlc timber offerings. 

This program is being actively imple
mented. I have been advised that the For
est Service of the Department of Agriculture 
has made a study and evaluation of timber 
which can be obtained from salvage and 
thinnings in the Northwest and is planning 
a program to obtain added production from 
these sources. Further, the Admlnistration. 
recommended authorization of $85,000,000 
:for fiscal year 1968 and $110,000,000 :for fiscal 
year 1969 for forest developm~nt roads and 
trails. While such roads and trails are built 
and maintained :for other purposes as well, 
they do' assist in increasing the availability 
of timber. On July 28, 1966, the Senate 
passed a modified version o:f the b111 (S. 3155) 
under which an amount o:f $170,000,000 is 
authorized to be appropriated for :forest de
velopment roads and trails :for each of the 
fiscal years ending June 80, 1968 and .rune 30,, 
1969. These :funds wm be helpful in opening 
up areas permitting utilization of timber pre
viously inaccessible. From the standpoint 
o:f small sawmills, the Forest Service and 
Small Business Administration jointly have. 
increased the volume of set asides available 
to small businesses in the Northwest during 
the first half of calendar year 1966. Such 
action was intended to provide them with a 
fair share of timber sold from national :for
ests. The Forest Service reports that twenty 
such set aside sales totall1ng 108 million 
board :feet were made in the coastal area of 
the Pacific Northwest during that period. 
We continue to believe that the problems 
facing certain sawmills in the Pacific North
west can best be dealt with through meas
ures recommended in the Task Force Report. 

Following receipt of your letter, I have re
viewed once again the situation prevailing 
with respect to ·softwOOd logs in the light o:f 
the '"short supply" criteria o:f the Export 
Control Act. As you know:, the Export Con
trol Act provides :for the imposition of ex
port controls on grounds o:f "national se
curity" .. ":foreign policy", and "short supply". 
With respect to the latter, export control au
thority is specifically conferred under the, 
Act "to protect the domestic economy from 
the excessive -drain of scarce materials and 
to reduce the inflationary impact of ab-
normal foreign demand". ' 

The criteria :for imposing export controls 
on grounds of "short supply" are not met in 
this situation. First, there _is not a shortage 
ot softwood. timber nationally or even re
gionally. · The latest available :forest survey 
data, contained in the omcial report o:f the 
ti.s. Forest Se'rvice.. "Timber Trends ln the 
United. states", ,Indicate -vast respurces o:f 
soitwoOd. growing stock: on commercial :forest 
rand inci'Uding 2,058,022 million "board :feet 

o:f sawtimber size as o:f January 1, 1968~ On 
the basis o:f rising lumber and plywood out
put since 1968, it is estimated ·that the cur
rent annual cut of sawtimber is close to 40,-
000 million board :feet. Even if the cutting 
rate should be increased, there is scarcely any 
prospect that our softwood sawtimber re
sources :face any serious depletion inasmuch 
as the annual growth increment (which 1s 
estimated at about 85,000 m1111on board :feet 
annually) covers the cutting drain to a sub
stantial degree. According to the same For
est Service data 42 per cent o:f our national 
softwood timber inventory is located in the 
States of Washington and Oregon. 

Second, if we consider the current exports 
of . softwood logs · from the standpoint of 
their impact on domestic stumpage prices,. it 
does not appear that such price increases as 
have occurred in recent years· were due pri
marily to exports. Stumpage prices for soft
wood timber, as reflected in National Forest 
timber sales, have fluctuated greatly during 
the last ten years as a result of various fac
tors including domestic market conditions, 
timber quallty, species composition,_ accessl
bllity of sUJpply, export demand for logs and 
others. Log exports represent approximately 
only 2.5 per cent of the total annua.l cut of 
softwood timber in the United States. Even 
if we consider the volume of log exports in re
lation to total softwood timber cut in the 
States of Washington and Oregon, su.ch r ex-' 
ports represent only about 6 per cent. On 
this basis it is not likely that :foreign demand 
for softwood logs was a dominant :factor in 
the recent increases in stumpage prices. 
Rather, the increase in stumpage prices ap
pears to have been due to an unusual com
bination of circumstances, including a strong 
domestic demand for softwOOd lumber'. This 
domestic lumber demand, :fear o:f a strike, a 
shortage of railway cars and increased mili
tary procurement, contrtbuted to an advance 
o:f softwood lumber and plywood prices for 
several weeks dui'ing the ! spring of this 
year. After peaking in mid-April these lum
ber and plywood prices have now declined :for 
eleven consecutive weeks and by July were 
back close to the level where they were be-
fore the rise. . 

The reaso~s for the imposit';o!l of cont~ls 
on exports · of cattle hides were explained in 
some detail in my decision of May 18, 1966, a 
copy of which was forwarded to you -under a 
cover lett~r of the same date. In contrast 
with the situation prevalling with respect t;o 
softwood logs, it should be no~ that ex
ports of dome&tic cattle hides at the time 
.controls were imposed constituted approxi_
mately 40 per cent of total domestic produc
tion. The balance re~ng was inadequate 
to satisfy domestic neeeds, inventories hav
ing been substantially exhausted over the 
previous years. Finally, prices o:f domestic 
cattle hides had approximately doubled 
during the year preceding the imposition of 
controls, and this was having an inflationary 
impact on domestic shoe prices, a basic 'com
ponent in the consumer price index. 

I have taken the Uberty of sending the Sec
retaries of State, Agriculture, Interior and 
Labor and the Small Business Administrator 
information copies of your letter and o:f this 
reply. We appreciate your concern in this 
matter and wish to assure you that we will 
continue to review the situation 1n the light 
o:f future developments. · · 

Sincerely yours, 

Secretary of Commerce. 

U.S. SENATB; . 
COM:li4I'l'TEE ON COJ4114J:BCB, 

June 30, 1966. 
Bon. JOHN T. CONNOR, 
Secretary of Commerce, 
Department of Commerce, 
washtngton, D.C. . · . . 

DEAR ~."SECR:a;TARY: I want to confilltn in 
writing our oral request to your Department 

to provide the same· protection to the• do- · 
mestic lumber · industry that you are now
providing to the domestic cattle hide ·mar-
ket. . .. _, 

•I ' have previously ~ expressed to you my 
concern over the ·eftect o:f the impact of the 
escalat~on in long exports upon lumber and 
plywood mills in the P.aelfte Northwest. This 
situation has grown steadily worse. I con
sider the preservation o:f the domestic timber 
supply and the- maintenance of a viable do
mestic• lumber. and plywood industry :far more: 
critical to the national interest than the de
pression o:f cattle hide prices. 

I am, therefore, . urging the members of 
the. lumber and plywood industry , in the 
Pacific Northwest to contact your Depart;. 
ment and to secure the necessary assistance 
in •making their case :for export controls, ' 

Kindest regards. 

P'. 

Sincerely yours, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

Chai1'1TUJn. 

-·1 DEPARTMENT OJ' AGRICULTOBE, 
Washington, D..C., Setptember 17, 1965. 

Mr. PAUL SHEW, 
Chairman, Save Our Logs Committee, 
Everett, Wash. ' 

DEAR MR. SHEW: I have reviewed and care
fully cori.sider:ed the "'Hearing Record :for the 
proposed Pacific Northwest Sustained-Yield 
Unit and other ava.ilable information. These 
hearings were held on March 10 and 11, 1965, 
and were followed by a period :for filing addi
tional written testimony which extended to 
May 12. --

The petition spolltlored by the save Our 
Logs Committee states that "• • • increas
ingly great quantities o:f timber harvested 
from National Forests in Washington and 
Oregon are not providing for the use and 
necessities of citizens of the United States, 
but are being exported in their raw :form: 
and • • • this has -already brought illtlta
b111ty and h-ardship to !brest based indus
tries and unstable employment to many and 
imminently threatens severe unemployment 
and recessic>n and depression in :forest based 
communities. • • •••· 

The Sustained-Yield Unit Act of March 
29, 1944 (58 Stat. 132), as amended (16 
U.S.C. 588-583i), states its objectives to be 
"to promote the stab111ty o:f :forest industries, 
of employment, of communities, and o:f tax
able :forest wealth, through continuous sup
pUes of timber; in order to provide for a 
continuous and ample supply of :forest prod
ucts; and in order to secure the benefits of 
:forests in maintenance of water supply, reg
ulation of streamflow, prevention of soil 
erosion, amelioration of clim·ate, and preser
vation of wildlife. • • •" These objectives 
are wide in scope and involve economic, so
cial, and forest management considerations, 
all o:f which contribute to community well
being and stablllty. 

Under Section 3 of the Act, the Congress 
has placed in the Secretary of Agriculture, 
with respect to the forest land under his 
jurlsdlotion, the judgment as to (1) whether 
"maintenance of a $table community or com
munities is primarily ,dependent upon the 
sale of timber or other forest products froJ:!l 
:federally owned or ~inistered :forest land" 
and (2) whether "such maintenance cannot 
effectively be secured b_y ~ollowlng the usual 
procedure in sell1ng such timber or other 
forest PTOCiucts." In exercising that judg
ment consideration may be given to any fac
tors which bear on ·whether the purpose of 
community stablllty can be realized by the 
establlshment of a sustained-yield unit. 

After reviewing the Hearing Record and 
related information in llght of these objec
tives and guidelines, I ' conclude that the 
testimony and the facts do not show that 
establishing a susta.lned-yleld unit for the 
proposed dependency area, or for portions of 
it, is l;lecessary :for the puJ'l)OSe8 set forth in· 
the Act of March 29, 1944. 

':t;.. .,:'f' /. 
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There 1s little doubt that log exports have 

caused an additional drain upon a tight sup
ply situation. However, there · is no clear 
evidence · that the present employment and 
profitab1lity difficulties of the small mill in
dustry as a whole are due primarily to com
petition for logs as a result of the extent of 
log exports. 

Creating a sustained-yield unit would have 
a curta1ling effect upon exports of logs cut 
from National Forest land. It would not cur
tall export of timber cut from private land, 
and it would not change those other impor
tant forces confronting the industry, such as 
intraindustry competition for logs, competi
tion between lumber and substitute materials 
such as plywood and building board, changes 
in technology and lumber imports. 

Even if there were a clear showing that the 
d111lculties of whole portions of the forest 
products industry is primarily due to the ex
tent of log exports, the remedy sought by the 
petition is not an appropriate basis to solve 
the problem involved. Questions of imports 
and exports, which affect the international 
life of this country, must recognize factors 
in addition to the ready ava1lab1lity of Na
tional Forest timber for manufacture. The 
questions raised by the petition, and objec
ti\Tes of the Act of March 29, 1944, are limited 
in scope. They are too limited to provide a 
basis on which to have hearings or to make 
a determination about the broader question 
of whether exports should be limited. And 
this broader question goes considerably be
yond the legal responsib111ties of the Secre
tary of Agriculture. 

I recognize there are hardships resulting 
from changes taking place in the wood-using 
industry of the Northwest. I am directing 
the Forest Service to use every means avail
able to it to maintain timber harvesting at 
allowable cut levels and to accelerate offer
ings of timber not normally included under 
allowable cut limitations such as material 
from prelogging, salvage operations, and 
thinnings· in young growth stands. Also, I 
am directing the Forest Service to continue 
to use Small Business Adm1n1stration set
aside sales when it is clearly shown that small 
industry is not obtaining a reasonable share 
of National Forest timber offerings. 

The request for the establishment of a 
Federal sustained-yield unit as set forth 1n 
the petition of the Save Our Logs Committee 
is, therefore, denied. 

Sincerely yours, 
ORvn.LE L. FREEMAN. 

(A U.·S. Department of Commerce news re
lease, Feb. 12, 1965] 

Secretary of Commerce John T. Connor 
announ..'*<l today he would not extend ex
port controls on walnut logs. These controls 
were put into effect last February for a pe
riod of one year, ending February 18, 1965, 
and their continuance was made expressly 
dependent upon conditions with respect to 
domestic consumption which were not ful
filled. 

In addition, Secretary Connor cited bal
ance of payments and other reasons tor his 
decision not to continue the export controls 
of this non-strategic item. 

The text of the Secretary's decision on this 
matter is attached. 
DECISION 0:1' THE SECRETARY 0:1' COMMERCE BB• 

GABDING WALNUT LOG EXPORT CONTROLS 
A quota limitation on exports of walnut 

logs was established February 14, 1964, to 
last for one year, under authority in the 
Export Control Act "to use export controls 
to the extent necessary ... to protect the 
domestic economy from the excessive drain of 
scarce materials and to reduce the. infiation
a.ry impact of abnormal foreign demand." 

The export controls were imposed as part 
of an overall program, otherwise voluntary, 
to bring annual consumption of veneer
quality .walnut logs more in balance with 

new log growth ln. America. Consumption 
had risen well above new growth in recent 
years~ 

Under the reduced-consumption program, 
an expert quota .was fixed at 7.3 million 
board teet for the first year. At the same 
time a domestic consumption "target" of 15 
million board feet was set. 

Reduced domestic consumption of logs, 
though not mandatory, was an essential ele
ment of the total program because it was 
needed to help achieve the goal of balancing 
consumption and growth and also to help 
comply with the requirements of GATT. It 
was provided for only after full consultation 
with all segments of the veneer-producing 
and veneer-using industries, and on the 
strength of an understanding that they 
would move promptly to the cutting and use 
of thinner veneers, so as to reduce the num
ber of logs needed to meet their veneer re
quirements. The United States standard 
veneer thickness was then lhs". It was 
known that Europeans were using veneers 
of lAo", lA5" and even thinner. The U.S. 
industries committed themselves to adopt 
lh6" as the now commercial standard. This 
was expected to make it possible to hold do
mestic log consumption down to the 15 mil
lion board feet target, and continuation of 
the export controls after February 18, 1965, 
was expressly made contingent on domestic 
consumption betng reduced to approximately 
15 million board feet. . 

Notwithstanding the industries• commit
ment to adopt 1/86~' as the· commercial 
standard for veneer thickness, this was never 
done. After some weeks, the veneer cutters 
did begin to slice a thinner veneer, which 
they reported as 1/86" but which field sur
veys have shown to. average about 1/34". 
Furniture manufacturers protested they 
could not use th1s thinner veneer, and for a 
long time failed to do 59> We now find that 
domestic consumption of logs for the con
trol year has exceeded the 15 million- b9ard 
foot target by over 4.5 million board feet. On 
this ground alone there is sufficient basis for 
not continuing the controls, since the condi
tion for their continuance was not fulfilled. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that the 
prices our domestic users pay for walnut logs 
have continued to advance during the past 
year, notwithstanding the reduction of ex
port market opportunities by reason of the 
controls. Thus, control of walnut log ex
ports has not operated as an effective domes
tic price control measure, even if such a pur
pose we..re a justifiable objective. 

In conservation terms, the results of the 
first year of controls are quite disappointing. 
Domestic log consumption has exceeded the 
15 million board feet target by at least 4.5 
million board feet. The excess of consump
tion over growth, instead of being Q million 
board feet as originally allowed for the first 
year of controls, is more than 10 million 
board feet, ,or approximately % more than 
the total amount of new growth. 

The situation does not seem to involve the 
possible extinction of tb.e walnut resource. 
On the contrary, walnut trees are constantly 
being planted and constantly maturing. De
mand is for the moment exceeding new 
growth, but market factors will undoubtedly 
bring . ·about a balance, ultimately, between 
consumption and growth. Among the im
portant factors which could· help to reduce 
domestic log consumption, for example, are 
not only price shifts, but shifts in consumer 
preferences (of which there is already some 
evidence) and increasing use of substitute 
materials. 

There might be strong reason to prefer 
government controls to the free play of 
market torces if· undue hardship would oth
erwise result for a s1gn1:flcant segment of our 
econGmy. But ln_.the walnut }og situation I 
do not anticipate that the veneer cutters and 
users, a.nci their employees, wlU-r experience 

great_dlftlculty in ahlfting to the use of other 
woods, should that become necessary or 
desirable. As a matter of fact, many of them 
are already using other woods, and I am in
formed that a further shift ha.s already begun 
in some degree. · 

Even if technical difficulties were to de
velop in making the transition to use of 
other woods, it would seem preferable to 
try to ease these transition difficulties rather 
than continue export controls. For, while 
the controls may benefit log cutters · and 
users, they also work to the detriment of the 
log growers and log exporters by restricting 
their marketing opportunities. Reduced ex
port markets have had much of their adverse 
impact in the Appalachian region. . This 
region, for reasons well known, is particu
larly ·in need of expanded, not restricted, 
market opportunities for its products. 

Moreover, controls on the export of walnut 
logs are clearly detrimental to our balance 
of payments position, in that they reduce to 
some extent the dollar value of exports from 
the United States. While the amount in
volved may seem to be comparatively small 
in the context of the entire balance of pay
ments deficit, is should not be ignored be
cause of the cumulative effect of all gains,.. 
small as well as large. The President in his 
recent Message to Congress emphasized th& 
national concern with regard to t;lle balance
of payments deficit. He has called upon all 
of private industry, large and small, to join 
1n a cooperative effort to make management: 
decisions which will increase exports and aid! 
in reducing our unfavorable balances of pay
ments. 

For all these reasons, I have decided not: 
to extend controls on export of walnut logs; 
beyond the period of one year which was. 
originally announced. Therefore, controla; 
on export of walnut logs will not be in effect 
on and after February 14, 1965. 

(Signed) JOHN T. CONNOR, 
Secretary of Commerce .. 

Date: February 12, 1965. 

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., September 22, 196ft.. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUsoN, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN! In response to there
quest contained in the letter dated June 
15, 1965, signed jointly by you and other 
members of your Committee, I have given 
very careful reconsictera tion to my decision 
of last February concerning controls on ex
ports Of black walnUt logs. In making this 
further review I have considered the record 
of the hearings held by Senator HARTKE last 
spring and I have considered additional in
formation and comments received by the 
Department from interested p~rsons and 
groups since it became known that I was re7 
considering my original decision. 

By way of background, I believe it may be 
useful to summarize the events that pre
ceded my present review of the question of 
control of exports of black walnut logs. 
On February .14, 1964, my predecessor, Sec
re_tary of Commerce Luther H. Hodges, 
placed "short supply" controls on exports of 
bl~ck walnut logs for a trial period Of one 
year. An export quota vias established as a 
part of an o''erall program, which included 
domestic ,conservation efforts, to bring an
nual consumption of veneer quality logs 
close to balance with estimated new log 
growth. - , ~ 

Because a curb on expqrts could not 
achieve any meaningful con,servation with
out a concurrent reduction in domestic con
sumption, Secretary Hodges expressly con
ditioned the export controls on a voluntary 
reduction in domestic consumption r 'to ap
proximately 15 muuon board feet during the 
trial :Period, February 1'964 t6 February 1966'. 
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The walnut veneer producers and. the De

partment assumed that to achieve this re
duction the domestic furniture industry 
would. adopt ¥.16" veneer as the commercial 
standard.' instead of the thicker veneers then 
in use. As a matter of fact, this new stand
ard. was not achieved on a commercial basis, 
and reports to the Department at the end of 
the trial period revealed that annual domes
tic consumption was in excess of the 15 mil
lion board feet target by at least 4.5 million 
board feet. Thus the .annual domestic con
sumption at the end of the trial period was 
more than 25% in excess of the desired goal. 

It was against this background that on 
February 12, 1965, after intensive review of 
all factors involved, I announced my decision 
not to extend the duration of the controls, 
which under the terms my predecessor pre
scribed were due to terminate on February 
13, 1965. On March 2, 1965, after examining 
once again the basic facts and arguments, I 
reatllrmed my decision of February 12, 1965. 

The basic arguments for and against these 
export controls which were known to me at 
the time of my initial decision last February 
bave remained the same. In addition, I have 
'given consideration to two other factors. 
First, the monthly volume of exports of 
veneer quality walnut logs has increased sub
:stantially since the export controls expired 
in February of this year. However, it is our 
judgment that a significant portion of this 
increased export a~tivity during recent 
months has been prompted by. the uncer
tainty as to whether export controls might 
be reimposed, particularly in view of the 
hearings of the Senate Commerce Commit
tee as well as the announced reconsidera
tion of my original decision. 

Second,' as a result of my current review, 
we have received confirmation from repre
sentatives of the domestic veneer and furni-· 
ture industries that it is not possible in the 
foreseeable future to achieve any significant 
reduction in domestic consumption through 
voluntary use of ¥.16" veneer. In short, the 
domestic furniture industry now makes it 
plain that it cannot or will not use this 
thickness of veneer nor will the furniture in
dustry adopt this size as its standard. In 
view of this fact, I am convinced that no 
meaningful conservation can be achieved 
without controll1ng domestic consumption 
of walnut logs. · 

Concerning the factor of walnut log supply, 
it is quite clear that our long-term forecasts 
as to the rate of depletio,n ot walnut re
sources are not and cannot be regarded as 
clearly reliable. The fact of the matter is 
that no one knows the ,number of walnut 
trees now standing in the United States, and 
no one can say with precision how long the 
present supply wlll last at the present rate 
of consumption. As pointed out by the De
partment of Agriculture during tpe hearings 
held on March 31 before your Committee, 
''rather substantial quantities of walnut 
logs" are obtained from locations outside the 
areas classified as commercial forest, but no 
statistics are available on the volume in
volved. Accordingly, the statistics on an
nual growth of veneer quality walnut do not 
include. trees outside of, lands classified as 
commercial for~st; but the statistics for an
nual consumption of veneer quality walnutr 
include walnut logs cut from both commer
cial forest land and other sources such as 
fence rows and farmsteads. 

This defect in statistical correlation, of 
course, tends to overstate the, drain on our 
walnut resources; however, even if one dis
regards this factor, the case for imposition 
of a short supply control as a · meaningful 
conservation measure is not persuasive. 
Predicated on the 'P'.S. Forest Service esti
mates of veneer grade .walnut logs in our 
lands classified as commercial forest and ~
suming current rates· of consumption, there 
exists a 10 to 11 ·year supply in the United. 

States. The reimposition of an annual ex
port quota of 7.3 million board feet would 
not prevent ultimate exhaustion of walnut 
reserves since current domestic consumption 
alone exceeds estimated domestic growth on 
lands classified as commercial forest. 

Taking into account the various confiicting 
economic interests, I have particularly con
sidered the potential impact of export con
trols on (1) the producers or growers of wal
nut logs, (2) the veneer producers, (3) the 
furniture manufacturers, and (4) the log 
exporters. 

With respect to the growers or producers or 
walnut logs, it is clear that the use of export 
controls is contrary to their economic inter
ests because of reduced demand and the de
pressant effect on the prices they can obtain 
for the logs. 

With respect to veneer producers (the 
group most vigorous in support of export 
controls), control on the export of walnut 
logs is very clearly to their financial advan
tage. With exports of logs severely restrict
ed, the principal purchasers in the market 
for walnut logs would be the domestic 
veneer producers. In a word, the foreign 
competition for walnut logs available would 
be significantly reduced. 

With respect tO the furniture industry
the user of the walnut veneer-it is evident 
that export controls are potentially and 
theoretically in their financial interest. This 
is true because the foreign demand would 
be limited and theoretically the domestic 
furniture illdustry would be able to obtain 
its supply of walnut veneer at reduced 
prices, assuming the walnut veneer pro
ducers would · pass on their savings to the 
domestic furniture industry, which may 
or may not be the case. 

Concerning the interest' of the walnut logs 
exporters, it is, of course, evident their finan
cial interests are adversely affected by the 
imposition of export controls and for this 
reason they strongly oppose the reimposition 
of export controls on walnut logs. 

Upon consideration of all these factors 
and recognizing clearly that the financial 
interest of all interested domestic groups 
could not be served by reimposition of con
trols--and in fact the financial interest of 
some would be adversely affected-! have 
concluded that I must reaftlrm my previous 
decisions not to reimpose export controls 
on black walnut logs. It appears to me that 
reimposition of such controls would only 
assure a price advantage to on& particular 
segment--the veneer producers, at the cost 
of an adverse financial impact on some other 
groups of American businessmen. 

I am concerned about the pure conserva
tion issue. I would prefer to be able to make 
an administrative decision-which would 
satisfy all interested groups of our economy
that would have the clear effect of insuring 
that the black walnut tree would never be
come extinct in America. But, as I have said 
before, no meaningful conservation measure 
can be achieved without controlling . do
mestic consumption and any export control 
measure adopted under the misconception 
that export control alone is sutllcient would 
only delay our squarely facing the issue. I 
do not have the legal authority to impose 
regulations on domestic consumption, and 
voluntary control of domestic consumption 
does not appear feasible in the foreseeable 
future. · 

If the Congress concludes that the com
mercial supply of black walnut logs is threat
ened with exhaustion and that this poss1-
bllity 1s not likely to be prevented over the 
long term by the operation of market forces 
and technological advance, then the enact
ment of e1rectiv~ domestic conservation regu
l,ation should be considered. 

The short supply control authority in the 
Export Control Act should, In my op1n1on, 
be used to protect the overall welfare of the 

domestic economy and not be used as a price 
control deVice to benefit one or two segments 
o! an industry to the detriment of other seg
ments in that industry. To put the matter 
in more precise and accurate context in terms 
of our total domestic economy, I would ob
serve that it is estimated that the cost of 
hardwood veneer, such as walnut, represents 
not more than about 3% of the furniture 
manufacturers' total cost of producing this 
furniture. This provides n·o adequate basis 
on which to use the export control authority 
for the protection of the "domestic econ
omy," unless it is accompanied by meaning
ful conservation on the domestic side. 

Accordingly, I am compelled to reatllrm 
my previous decision not to reinstate con
trols on the export of veneer quality black 
walnut logs. 

I greatly appreciate the interest, patience, 
and cooperation of your Committee in our 
consideration of this matter. 

With cordial regards and best wishes, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 

JOHN T. CONNOR, 
Secretary of Commerce. 

COAST GUARD VISITS TO RUSSIAN 
TRAWLERS 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, turning 
briefly to another matter, the Portland 
Oregonian, the largest newspaper in my 
State, on July 20 carried an article con
cerning the boarding of two Russian fish
ing vessels off the coast of W·a.shington 
State by the Coast Guard. Since the 
article did not include details of the 
visits, I asked the Commandant of the 
Coast Guard to furnish me with a report 
about these visits. I have just received 
this report and · believe that .it contains 
much valuable and interesting informa
tion and ask unanimous consent to in
cLude the report in the RECORD at the 
close of my remarks, together with the 
Oregonian article. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MORSE. Particularly noteworthy 

are the MSurances of the Russian fisher
men that they have no intention of fish
ing for salmon, since it would be "un
economical for them to do so/' and that 
they are "as interested in conservation 
as we." The commodore of one of the 
vessels declared that he and his men 
"would personally be most happy to see 
a fishing quota established looking to a 
certain sustained annual yield." The 
Coast Guard commander who made the 
visit expressed his personal feeling that 
the Soviet Union would be amenable to 
a conservation treaty. 

These observations were in keeping . 
with the fact that a meeting was recently 
held in Moscow precisely for the purpose 
of arriving at some agreement with the 
Soviets on the matter of conservation in 
their fishing activities oif the west coast. 
As I have made clear in previous state
ments, it is my belief that the most fruit
ful approach to the problem of Russian 
fishing off our shores is an agreement on 
the use of conservation measures, as the 
Russiall5 are doing most of their fishing 
on the high seas, far beyond our present 
territorial waters and even beyond a 12-
milezone. 

Mr. President, I want to express my ap
preciation to the President and to the 
Department of State in regard the re-
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quests I made to the · White House and 
the Department of State and other Fed
eral ofHcials, asking that diplomatic steps 
be taken in an endeavor to first have a 
conference with the Russians and in such 
a conference attempt to reach some nego
tiated settlement of a controversy that is 
very serious on the west coast. 

The President responded, both ·tn per
sonal conversation and in a letter, to my 
request, advising me he had requested 
the Department of State to seek diplo
matic conversations with the Russian 
Government. 

I speak also, may I say, for the Senator 
from Washington rMr. MAGNUSON], 
chairman of our Commerce Committee, 
who enthusiastically supported the steps 
I had taken in an endeavor to try to elicit 
some response, through our Government, 
from the Russians in regard to the fishing 
problem that is of such serious propor
tions along the west coast. 

As has always been the case, the Sen
ator from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] 
and the senior Senator from Oregon have 
worked together on all these fishing prob
lems, as we did in this instance. 

Assistant Secretary of State, Mr. Solo
mon, carrying out the instructions of the 
President and the Department of State, 
had a conference with the Deputy Am
bassador of the Russian Embassy, be
cause the Ambassador was in Moscow, 
explained the problem, explained · our 
concern, showed him the information I 
had been able to make available to the 
White House and to the Department of 
State, along with information that the 
Senator from Washington ·[Mr. MAGNU
soN] had been able to make available. 
Assistant Secretary Solomon, in a con
ference with me in my omce, reported the 
Deputy Ambassador was not only coop
erative but at least gave every indication, 
as the material I have already put in the 
RECORD today from the Coast Guard 
commander also indicates, that the Rus
sians had a desire to work out a con:-
servation program. · 

Perhaps this difficulty on the west 
coast developed because of a breakdown 
in communications. That is not difficult 
in our x:elationships with Russia. But be 
that as it may, the Russian Embassy 
notified the State Department it would 
take the matter up with the Russian 
Government imJY~ediately. That' was 
done. In fact, the very next day after 
the Embassy conference with Assistant 
Secretary Solomon, the Russian Embassy 
was able to advise that the Russian Gov
ernment was willing to start conversa
t1on:s 1n Moscow with representatives of 
the American Government on July 25. 
Those conversations were held. 

I had taken note and pointed out to 
the officials of our Government that the 
king crab conservation agreement with 
Russia expires in the not too distant fu
ture. 

I am sure that Russia is exceedingly 
interested in a renegotiated king crab 
conservation agreement, for such an 
agreement is of great importance. to Rus-
sia; Just as the type of conservation 

'agreements in which the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] and I are 
much interested on the west coast are 
highly important to us. I am hopeful 

that both the United States and Russia 
will develop a cooperative attitude in 
working out conservation agreements in 
regard to respective fishing rights and 
practices in a }.I the fishing beds in vol v
ing the different types of fish that are 
of concern to each country. It is true 
that each country is more concerned 
about certain types of fishing beds than 
about others because of their proximity 
to the respective shores. 

Furthermore, while I am on the sub
ject, I hope that not only will a con
servation agreement be work:ed out be
tween Russia and the United States, but 
that. it w111 serve as a good model for 
Japan, because although we have had 
problems with Russia--and I suppose 
that the Russians would say that they 
have had problems with us-we really 
have had more problems with Japan. I 
feel certain that if the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] were pres
ent, he would agree with me that we 
have had more difficult problems with 
Japan. I am just as desirous of our 
reaching conservation agreements with 
Japan in regard to fishing practices as I 
am with Russia. 

But today I am pleased to be able to 
report at least progress. No agreement 
has been reached, but it is adways a 
hopeful sign in a situation such as this 
when Russia and the United States can 
be brought into the process of negotiat
ing fishing conventions or agreements. 

We have been successful in the past in 
working out such agreements. I wish 
that it had been possible to start these 
negotiations before these misunder
standings and conflicts developed on, the 
west coast late last spring and earlier 
this summer in connection with what was 
referred to in my State as "the invasion 
of Russian fishing trawlers." It looked 
like an invasion. There were large num
bers of them. And it was perfectly clear 
that some of their fishing practices, and 
some of the equipment. that they used in 
regard to perch-not salmon-could not 
be squared with sound conservation 
practices. 

Not only do I hope that a conservation 
agreement can be worked out, but that 
that agreement wm· include an under
standing whereby neit)ler Russia nor the 
United States will use equipment or fol
low fishing practices that will in any way 
jeopardize the perpetuation of the fishing 
beds and a continuous supply of the fish 
so essential to the food supply, not only 
of the United States, but of Russia as 
well, and of the countries that purchase 
the fish. 

But I have placed this material in the 
R;ECORD today because I want the people 
of my State to know that the President 
of the United States has responded to 
their many requests that they have 
asked me to transmit to him for 'some 
action by the administration in .connec
tion with the fishing practices of Russia 
off our west coast. I want the people 
'of my State to know that the Depart
ment of State has responded, and that 
the first .conference has been held in 
Mosoow. , . . 

It 1s impossible at this time to report 
more than progress, but I am very hope
ful, and I want the people of Washing-

ton and Oregon to know that Senator 
MAGNUSON and I intend to continue to do 
what we can to obtain all possible action 
from the administration, to the end of 
bringing forth through those negotia
tions 'a new agreement with Russia that 
will put to. rest the criticism that has 
arisen on the west coast over Russian 
fishing practices. 

EXHmrr 1 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

u.s. COAST GUARD, 
Washington, D.O., August 12, 1966. 

Hon. WAYNE MoRSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: This letter is in 
reply to your inquiry of 1 August 1966 con
cerning the unofficial visits to two Russian 
fishing vessels off the coast of Washington 
State by Commander Donald McCann, U.S. 
Coast Guard. 

These visits were in response to invita
tions extended to Commander Donald ¥c
Cann, Commanding Officer, USCGC Yocona, 
to visit the Ohurkin, Tadjikistan, and 
Sajanskie Gory. The third of these visits 
was not made as loading operations were 
being carried out anct. were considered dan

·gerous. 
A copy of Commander McCann's report to 

Commander, Thirteen Coast Guard District 
is enclosed as requested. 

If the Coast Guard can provide any addi
tional information or be of further assist
ance, please feel free to call. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. J. SMITH, 

Admiral, 
U.S. Coast Guard Commandant. 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
U.S. COAST GUARD, 

Astoria, Oreg., July 19, 1966. 
From: Commanding Officer, USCQC Yocona 

• (WMEC-168). 
To: Commander, 13th Coast Guard . District 

(des). ' , 
Subject: Unofficial visit to Soviet Union Fish

ing Vessels TR Churkin and BMRT 891 
Tadjikistan 9-10 July 1966. 
1. Yocona paid an unofficial visit to the 

Flagship o! the Russian Fishing Vessel Fleet 
on 9 July 1966 at position 47-07 N 124-32 w,. 

2. The visiting party consisted of myself, 
Mr. Alfred Stankowiak, Seattle BCF agent, 
Mr. Edwin Niska of the Oregon Fish Com
mission and Deurmyer, James J. 360 971 SN, 
USCG whose services were ut111zed. as an 
interpreter. · 1 

3. Upon our arrival aboard Churkin, we 
were greeted most warmly by the )i'irst Mate, 
Vladimir Klev~ny. Mr. Klevany spoke Eng
lish fairly. well but could not understand it 
unless it was spoken slowly. He escorted 
our group to the Oa.bin where we were intro
duced to the Fleet Commodore, Alexander 
Electron Evanovich, the Master of Ohurkin, 
Nikoll Stamseavorich, and refrigerator ship 
type commander, Evgyenne I>m.etrevevich. 
The Commodore could readily understand 
written Engllsh but had tllfficulty iri speak
ing or understanding spoken Ehglish. No 
difficulty however was encountered in spite 
of the language barrier due to Mr. · Klevany•s 
and SN Deurmyer's skill in both l~nguages. 

4. The Oommodore explained to us that 
this date, 9 J!Uy 1966, was the lOth anni
versary of. the National Fish~rman's Holiday 
and that the oqcasion was r;toubly enjoya.~le 
to them because of our visit. He further 
expressed his gratitude !or our service's as
siStance in .several medical evacuation cases. 
After exchange of pleasantries, I explained to 
them that a great ddal o! unrest among our 
local flshermen had been generated by thetr 
fishing activities off our coast and the tear 
that, ln pa.rticular, the Salmon Industzy 
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would possibly be endangered . or even deci
marted. OUr own 0oast Guard observations 
had indicated they were basically :fishing tor 
hake and Pacific Ocean perch. They were 
amused about the thought that they might 
be salmon :flshing and stated that they defi
nitely were not only interested in salmon in 
this area but that it would be uneconomical 
for them to do so. I assumed this was so as 
salmon 1s readily available to them off their 
own shores. As the conversation went on, I 
indicated to them that not only were our 
people not familiar with such a mammoth 
1lshing operation but we were not familiar 
w:fth such large class fishing vessels. We 
were informed that the ship was completely 
open to us and they would be glad to give 
us a tour. With this, we adjourned to the 
wardroom where an excellent meal was 
served. This meal consisted of salmon caviar, 
'<ielicious dark rye bread, cheese, king crab 
and a thick mixture of beef, potatoes and 
peas. Cognac was served during the course 
{)f the meal. Upon the conclusion of our 
meal, we were given a tour of the vessel. 

5. For fear of arousing false suspicions in 
ilhelr minds tha.t our basic interest lay not in 
th~r fishing but in their vessel characteris
tic, I only observed the vessel itself cursorily. 
However, the following chalra.oterlstlcs were 
noted: Churkin was built In 1962, 430' length, 
55' beam, 22' draft, 7800 shaft horse power, 
4 engine diesel electric drive, speed 18 knots. 
She has a crew of 100 plus 60 factory workers. 
Her crew included appro:xlma.tely 30 women 
utilized prlma.rlly in Steward department. 
In addition to normal allowance of llcensed. 
personnel, she carries 3 navigators. She has 
a gyro compass, iron mike, 2 radars with a 
range of 50 miles, 2 depth recorders, loran, 
ADF and 3 CW transmitters. 

6. At the time of our visit, the SRT Sucla.k 
was oftloa.ding hake to the Churktn. This 
{)ftloa.ding Is accomplished by swinging an 
-empty brall (basket) of approxlmately 4000 
capacity from Churkin to SRT. This braills 
held by hooks to deck coaming of SRT. The 
fish are on main deck of SRT and are forced 
by water hose from forward aft to a wooden 
sluice gate whic:h is opened by hand and :fish 
1low then into the brail. The brall 1s then 
lifted to Churkin where they are w·ashed and 
placed whole into a belt driven tray. These 
trays are then glaced by dipping and trays 
are taken to refrigerating units. Upon freez
ing, the fish are taken out of the tray as a 
aolid unit and then placed in a cardboard 
box, 30" x 18" x 9" for transshipmelllt via 
Gory class TR to their mother land. No 
heading or gutting of fish take place at all 
on Churkin. No evidence of any other fish 
seen except ooca.sional rock fish and cod. 
The ultimate -usage of the hake when frozen 
whole as in this case is agricultural in nature. 

7. Churkin plans to depart the area 25 Au
gust 1966 for Vladivostok. At that time the 
Commodore will shift his fiag to ell ther TR 
Vologcla. or TR Eger~held. Their answers to 
va.rlous inquiries were most frank. For ex
ample, in reply to my inquiry as to how long 
they expected to_ pe off Oregon-Washington 
Coaat, they replied, "As long as the fishing re
mains good!" Of interest along these linee 
18 tha.t during the course of this patrol, the 
fteet was extremely scattered as contrasted to 
past patrols. All vessels appeared to be 
searching !or fish as contrasted to past 
patrolsln which majority of their units were 
concentrated and actively engaged in fishing. 
Eighty vessels were identified as contrasted to 
our past pa.trol ot 111 vessels. A total of 111 
vessels were reported' by them to be off our 
coast but I a.in not sure that this figure 18 
100% correct as, in th18 pa.rticular _inst&nce, 
I felt th,y did not wholly unde~d the 
quee~on. 

:.'! . -.1 ' . lt 

8. other points of interest reported.are as 
follows: 

(a) There are type commanders for each 
class fishing vessel, i.e., TR's, RR's, SRT's, 
BMRT'setc. 

(b) SRT's have crew of 25 men with usu
ally 7 SRT's to each refrigerator vessel. 

(c) Average cr'Ulse for crew and oftlceri 1s 
7 months. 

(d) Length of net primarily utilized i~ 100 
meters with 3Y:a" mesh. 

(e) Average amount of fish per drag 1s 20 
ton. 

. (f) Average speed of drag for SRT's is 2.5 
knots for 45 minutes as contrasted to average 
speed of drag for BMRT's of 4.5 knots for 
same time. 

(g) Age of both officers and crew is ex
tremely young. For example, the Commodore 
is 36. Anyone over 40 was considered old. I 
strongly disagreed with their feelings and 
sympathized with one mate who was 43 years 
of age and the good natured recipient of 
many friendly gibes. I would estimate aver
age age of oftlcers to be 33 and that the crew 
to be 26. 

(h) Cleanliness and eJroellent living con
ditions were noted throughout the vessel. 
This includes excellent piped in recording 
system. 

9. In order not to wear out our welcome, I 
11m1ted our visit to approximately 3 hours. 
At the conclusion of our visit, we were in
vited to visit any other ship. Arrangements 
were then made by Commodore to board 
BMRT on the following day. In addition, if 
their work permitted a visit would be sched
uled on their largest TR, the Sajanskie Gory. 

10. A visit to the Ta.cljtkista.n was made on 
10 July 1966. As before, our greeting and 
reception was most warm and cordial. As a 
matter of fact, we had an erroneous position 
of Ta.cljikista.n and she actually went out of 
her way to intercept us in order for us to 
board. Again, the vessel was made open to 
us. The type commander for BMRT's is 
A.board the Ta.cljiktsta.n. Our vislt was cut 
short by a BAR case and unfortunately, I did 
not obtain correct spelling of oftlcer's names. 
A small repast was prepared for us consist
ing of coffee, cookies, brown bread, entrees 
etc. Their coffee cream was spooned into the 
cup as it was exceedingly thick and heavy 
and of the consistency of honey. Their cof
fee was extremely coarse. However, the mix
ture did make an excellent coffee. 

11. Our tour this time revealed that while 
the catch basically remained ha.lte, their 
method of operation was somewhat differ
ent. Aboard this vessel, the hake is gutted 
and headed. The fish itself 1s then frozen 
and packaged in a manner similar to that 
described aboard the Churkin. It should be 
noted that this product 18 slated for human 
consumption and final process of filleting 1s 
accomplished at mother land. The heads and 
viscera are reduced to meal, bagged and 
frozen and utilized in agriculture. The aver
age daily yield of meal is Y:a to 1 tqn. Inas
much as yield of oil from hake or perch is 
negligible, no fish oil processing 1s under
taken. 

12. The Ta.cljikistan bridge equipment is 
similar to that of the Churkin. However, 
she has a secondary wheel house aft for use 
with stern drag operations. Her crew includ
ing factory workers consists of a total of 111 
men and women. The exact number of crew 
ut1lized as factory workers was not obtained. 
We departed hurriedly upon receipt o! BAR 
call and they expressed extreme regret at 
shortness of our visit--approximately one 
hour. Tadjikistan 1s a st~n trawler, 278"' 1n 
length, 46" beam, 18" draft, diesel electric, 
2000 horse power, speed at 12.5 knots. 

13. No vfslt was made to TR Sa.ja.n~kie 
Gory. As we approached her on 13 July 1966, 
she was receiving cargo from Churkin and 
other units. ' 'Dheyrindicated the loading op
eration was considered dangerous. I imme-

-1· •I\ 

diately thanked them for their courtesy. Th~ 
Commodore told us he was looking forward 
to another visit from Yocona. and he would 
arrange for a tour when work permitted. 

14. I was m-oot favorably impressed by the 
Russians' frankness, courtesy, cordiality and 
hospitality. The Commodore told me that 
personally they were not interested in politics 
but were fishermen doing, a job. I feel this 
initial visit was most beneficial to both par
ties. A grewt deal of valuable information 
was gained by both Federal and State fish
eries agents and myself. The Commodore 
further stated that they were as interested 
in conservation as we and that he and his 
men would personally be most happy to see 
a flsh1ng quota established looking to a cer
tain sustained annual yield. This, naturally, 
was strictly his unoftlcial viewpoint but I de
parted with the definitely strong feeling that 
his country would be amenable to a treaty 
along these lines. 

DoNALD J. McCANN. 

[From the Portland Oregonian, July 20, 1966] 
PARTY BOARDS RUSSIAN SHIP 

(By Fred Andrus, staff correspondent, the 
Oregonian) 

AsTORIA.-A party from the Coast Guard 
cutter Yocona boarded two Russian fishing 
vessels during a patrol last week off the 
Washington coast, Cmdr. Donald McCann re
ported Monday. 

The boarding was at invitation of the Rus
sians, according to McCann, commanding 
oftlcer of the Yocona.. 

The party spent several hours inspecting 
operations on the Churkin, fiagship of the 
Russian fieet, and a 250-foot stern trawler. 
Making the visit were McCann, Ed Niska of 
Oregon Fish Commission staff, Alfred Stano
wiak of u.s. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, 
and seaman James Jeremiah of the Yocona, 
who acted as interpreter. 

REDS CORDIAL 

McCann and Nlska said the Russians were 
"warm and cordial" and freely permitted in
spection of all fishing and packing opera
tions. 

The Russians denied they have been taking 
any salmon or intended to catch any, and 
there was no evidence they had caught any, 
McCann reported. 

The principal catch was hake and substan
tial quantities were being taken. Some of 
the hake was frozen in the round, for future 
agricultural use, and some was dressed and 
frozen. The Russians said this fish would be 
for human consumption. 

Niska reported there were a few rockfish 
and other bottom fish, apparently incidental 
catch during the hake fishing. 

BOATS TO REMAIN 

The Russians said they expected their fleet 
of approximately 100 boats would remaln off 
the coast as long as hake were plentiful. 
Normal .tour of duty for one of their fishing 
craft is seven months, they said. 

The cutter Modoc out of Coos Bay replaced 
Yocona. on fishery patrol duty this week. 

McCann said the Russian boats were scat
tered from off Willapa Bay to off Cape Gren-
ville. , · 

RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if there 

is no further business to come before the 
Senate, I move, in accordance with the 
order heretofore .entered, that the Sen
ate stand in recess until 11 o'clock to
mor.row ·morning. 

The .motion was agreed to; and <at 5 
o'clock and 45 minutes p.ni.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes
•day, :August 17, 1:966, at 11 o'clock a.m. 
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NOMINATIONS · THE JOPRNAL 

Executive nominations received by the The Jourmil of the proceedings of yes-
Senate August 16 · (legislative day of terday was read and approved. 
August 15), 1966: 

THE JUDICIARY 

David W. Dyer, or Florida., to be u.s. circuit 
judge, fifth circuit, vice Warren L. Jones, 
retired. 
· Wade Hampton McCree, Jr., of Michigan, 
to be U.S. circuit judge, sixth circUit, to fill 
a new position created by Public Law 89-372, 
approved March 18, 1966. 

Edward J. Boyle, Sr., of Louisiana, to be 
U.S. district judge for the eastern district of 
. Louisiana., vice Robert A. Ainsworth, Jr., 
elevated. 

Alvin B. Rubin, of Louisiana, to be U.S. 
district judge for the eastern district of 
Louisiana., to fill a. new position created by 
Public Law 89-'-372, approved March 18, 1966. 

Bernard J. Leddy, of Vermont, to be U.S. 
district judge for the district of Vermont, 
to fiji a. new position created by Public Law 
89-372, approved March 18, 1966. 

W111ia.m T. Woodard, Jr., of North Caro
lina., to be a member of the Board of Parole 
for the term expiring September 30, 19'71. 

SUBVEBSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL BOARD 

John 8. Patterson, of nunois, to be a mem
ber of the Subversive Activities Control 
Board for a term of 5 years expiring August 
9, 1971, vice Frank Kowalski. 

THE JUDICIARY 

Austin L. Fickling, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be associate judge of the District 
of Columbia court of general sessions for the 
term of 10 years. (Reappointment.) 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The f-ollowing-named oftlcers of the Marine 

Corps for temporary appointment to the 
grade of first lieutenant subject to qua111lca
tion therefor as provided by law: 

Edward C. Schriber 
Hans W. Lindholm 

II 

- HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
~· 

TuEsDAY, AuGus·T 16, 1966 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
The steps of a good man are ordered by 

the Lord: and he delighteth in his way.
Psa.Im 37: 23. 

Eternal Father of our spirits, who has 
promised unto the upright in heart a 
light that shines in the darkness and a 
strength that never fails, grant unto us 
such good attitudes and such high pur
poses that shall lift us above the shadow 
of doubt and fear and help us to realize 
the power of Thy presence. Give to us 
the wings of faith, the lift of love, and the 
heart of hope as we commit ourselves 
anew to Thee and to Thy will for .our 
lives. 

May we walk the ever-changing roads 
of our dally life with confidence and 
courage, knowing that Thou art with us 
always and all the way. Give to us this 
day .a healthy body, an understanding 
mind, a happy spirit, a loving. heart and 
with It all a will ready w do good to 
others where we can do good and to be 
faithful unto Thee, through Jesus Cllrist, our Lord. Amen., . 

I j • '• 

M~SAGE FROM THE' S~ATE 

- A message from the &nate by Mr. Ar
r~ngton, one of its cler)cs, announced that 
the Senate had passed a b111 of the fol
lowing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 3700. An act to amend the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 . 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
PERMISSION TO FILE CONFER
ENCE REPORT ON INDEPENDENT 
OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL, 
1967 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the con
ferees on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the independent offices appro
priation blll, H.R. 14921, have until mid
night tonight to file a conference report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

JUDICIAL DICTATORSHIP 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
fo'r 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? ' 

·There was no objection. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, 

when the wise Founding Fathers of our 
Nation molded the basic law of our land, 

. they very wisely created a tripartite sys
tem of government-the executive, leg
islative, and judicial-each coequal with 
the other. At least, that is what they 
thought they were doing. 

It was the intention of these great men 
that each branch should stand on its own 
feet, that each would be a cheek and bal
ance against the other, and that each 
would have the courage and pride to 
stand and defend itself from encroach
ment or trespass of the other. 

The recorded history of our govern
ment reveals that those who served ·In 
these respective branches, from George 
Washington's time down through and 
until several score of years into the 20th 
century, strongly - upheld their rights, 
prerogatives, and privileges, while re
specting such of those who served in the 
other two branches. 

But in recent years, Mr. Speaker, t~e 
Congress has allowed itself to sink to 'a 
very low ebb . . So much of it hS.s subqriji
nated itSelf to whatever was· sent o~er 
from the White House. So much of it 
has allowed itself to yield to pressures 
from the Chief Executive, under both 
Democratic and Republican admln1stra-
tions. 

- Thts is not all, Mr. Speaker. In recent 
decades the Congress has been sqbjec~ 

· tO nwnerous domineering ··~ecisions, In-

dignities and constitutional trespasses by 
the . Judiciary. I shall not enUm.erate 
them here. They are all too well known. 
·, Action on yesterday of a Fea~ral juCig~ 
enjoining the On-American ~ctivities 
Committee from holding a committee 
meeting reveals the gluttonous hunger 
for power growing within the judiciary. 
And the judge made his act more rep
rehensible by conducting what amounted 

· to a secret hearing, without service of 
notice of any kind upon members of the 
oqmmittee. , 

Where, oh where, Mr. Speaker, did this 
pipsqueak Federal judge find the au
thority ,to tell a committee of the Con
gress it could not open its doors for ·a 
~ommittee meeting? 

Next, Mr. Speaker, he and his kind 
wlll be telling the Congress when it can 
or cannot meet. And this is not an ab
surd suggestion. It is, indeed, the direc
tion in which we are moving and which 
we will someday encounter if the Con
gress does not throw off its lethargic 
robes. of inferiority and tell some judges, 
bureaucrats, and all offices of the exeeu
tive branch from the President down, 
that Capitol Hill belongs to the Congress. 

A number of us, including the one 
now addressing you, have long advocated 
that the Congress take a firm stand in 
behalf of its rights, duties, and privileges. 
Many of us have introduced legislation 
which would require those who preside 
over our judicial branch to know a little 
bit of law and to have just a reasonable 
amount of experience. But year after 
year these bllls -get bottled up at the 
hands of those who consistently and mis
takenly defend the power grab of the 
power-hungry judges. 

If the decision of yesterday portends 
the judiciary of the future, and .I think 
it does, then there can be nothing but 
judicially inspired chaos. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress had better 
wake •UP, assert itself and perform its 
dl.J,ties or else this country will soon be 
in the hands of a judicial dictatOrship, 
if it has not already reached tpat point. 

ENCROACHMENT BY THE JUDI
CIARY UPON THE LEGISLATIVE 
Mr. BOGGS . . Mr. SPeaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. · 

The SPEAKER. Is. there objection to 
the request of the gentleman fro:tn 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker and Mem

bers of the House, in the 25 years on and 
off that I have had the high privilege 
and great responsibllity of serving in 

' this, the greatest representative body In 
the world, we have studiously · and as
siduously refrained from interfering in 
the affairs of the other branches of the 
Government. We-have a tripartite sys-

. tem-the very essence of our Constitu-
tion and our freedoms. ' · 

Mr. SPeaker. there have been matters 
presented here durtng that . period · of 
time which would interfere with the con
stitutional rights and prerogatiyes of the 
Executive, the President of ·the ·United 

. ' t'' • 
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